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are produced hand-in-hand. Protein oeccurs
as a side product and even a main product of
the fat production cycle. Protein is a sister
to fat—soybean meal, and soybean oil; milk,
and butterfat; pork, and lard. * * *

It is imperative that this relatlonship be
recognized in gulding agricultural policy, be-
cause whatever seriously affects one affects
the other.

From my observations I have come to some
conclusions I wish to share with you. ¥You
may not agree, and if so I would welcome
your views, for I am always searching for
guldance on basic trends upon which policy
decisions should be based. I certainly do not
claim to be an expert, but evidence seems to
support these conclusions:

1. This country is going to produce more,
not less, fats and oils, both vegetable and
animal. The soybean crop, In particular, is
going to grow far beyond its present size—
despite its already dramatic growth.

2. We are going to produce more protein,
and feed it to livestock and poultry.

3. We can probably consume the added pro-
teln domestically in the form of meat, milk,
and eggs, if we maintain an expanding econ-
omy and a rising standard of living for our
own people.

4, But we are going to have to look to the
rest of the world for additional outlets for
fats and olls we produce beyond our own
immediate needs.

All four points appear desirable, and
worth encouraging as a matter of public
policy.

Expansion of soybean production, for ex-
ample, would mean diversion from corn and
other feed grains mow in surplus and result
in shrinking the total feed supply from the
same number of acres.

Dwindling of a feed grain surplus would
result in our animal agriculture consuming
more protein feed concentrate. It is prob-
ably true that today most farmers are not
feeding enough protein to get the best
results.

Almost all of our nutritional guidance
points to encouraging more protein con-
sumption in the human diet, and consumer
preference for that protein is in the animal
form of meat, milk, and eggs. Only the
great civilizations have been able to main-
tain a relatively high level of animal protein
consumption, and there is still ample op-
portunity for expanding our own.

But there are other areas of the world yet
unable to achieve our level of animal pro-
tein consumption, areas that must exist on
more basic forms of food energy. For many
of these, more fats and oils are imperative
to survival. As a result we not only have a
potential outlet for our growing produc-
tion—it is actually needed.

- - * - *
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Many countries in the world today are
definitely fat deficient, and many countries
contain population groups who are fat defi-
cient. History shows that a people deficient
in calories—and that in practice means
calories in the concentrated form called fat—
either become too weak to carry on a strong
nation, or, and this is very frequent in the
history of our times, are easily provoked to
aggression and Internal disturbances.

This brings us right back to my earlier
emphasis on the role our agriculture occupies
in the world today.

I am not saying that the lack of fat or
even of good nutrition is the mother of all
wars—but I think it can be shown to be the
cause of serious national problems.

What would happen if all margarine or
butter disappeared in the United States?
Something like that has happened to many
people in other countries—and I have had
high officials of foreign governments tell me
personally that if 1t took their last dollar
of foreign exchange, they had to get edible
oils for their people to preserve political
stability.

In many instances, the health and strength
of these countries are vital to our own
interests. Such countries include, for ex-
ample, our NATO partners of Turkey and
Italy, the Baghdad bloc, Spain, Japan, Viet-
nam, Formosa, Burma, India, Tunisia, and
Morocco.

That is why I have encouraged expanded
exports of fats and oils into these areas un-
der Public Law 480. It has effectively served
our own international pollcy's best interests
and has strengthened the forces of freedom
in the world. Yet if my conclusions about
agricultural trends in this country are cor-
rect, it has also served the best interest of
American agriculturs, and it will be neces-
sary to continue and expand such exports to

maintain desirable shifts in our national
food production.
- E ] L] L] ®

I am aware that the margarine industry 1s
interested almost wholly in the domestic
market, but you have a stake in every trend
that affects the fats and oil picture. The
fact that we have enough to export—and have
become the world’'s largest exporter of fats
and olls while still providing adequate sup-
plies for our own expanding population—
assures you of a reliable supply of raw mate-
rials at reasonable price levels, Yet without
the expanded export outlets for oils, price-
depressing surpluses might result in revers-
ing the entire trend of the present desirable
shift into soybean production. Any short-
range price benefit you might expect could
well be offset by even higher costs resulting
from shortages of the future if soybean pro-
duction did not offer economic opportuni-
ties for farmers.

5051

In my opinion, the time will come when
you will be thinking more about the poten=
tial of markets abroad, as economic develop-
ment results in higher living standards and
greater purchasing power in many areas of
the world. Eating habits are being formed
and changed as these underdeveloped areas
progress. In view of the pressing need for
fats and oils in any form in many of these
areas, might it not be sound to call upon you
for a finished product as one means of put-
ting soybean or cottonseed oils into this
phase of the foreign field, as a part of our
national foreign-aid policy? I do not sug-
gest this as a benefit to the margarine indus-
try, but as a useful form of foreign aid. It
will not cure any problems you may have,
but it may be a serviceable expression of our
national interest in helping free countries
fight off communism. Two of your prineci-
pal ingredients—soybean oil and skim milk—
are being handled as surpluses under the ag-
ricultural-assistance laws. There seems
ample precedent for sending finished food
fat goods overseas for welfare or foreign ald,
in a form that might later pay dividends in
market development through creating new
eating habits.

- * - L] -

Perhaps I have endeavored to cover too
much ground in one talk today, in trying
to look at food's role in the world along with
domestic agricultural policy, Yet I feel they
are closely interlocked.

It has been good to be with you. We
still face many challenging problems regard-
ing food and agriculture. Some of them are
before us in Congress.

Of one thing you can be certain: Food is
s0 essential to national life that I am sure
Congress will always require safeguards in
the public’s interest in any farm policy.
And, quite frankly, in my opinion the best
safeguard the public can have of continued
abundance 1s more willingness to see that the
farmer gets a fair reward for his production.

I believe in abundance, not scarcity. Iam
convinced that farm people prefer to produce
rather than to be forced to curtail produc-
tion in order to achieve decent prices.

The challenge to our soclety is to find
constructive and beneficial ways and means
of using our abundance. We need to look
upon our abundance as a national asset, not
as an economic liability. You as food manu-
facturers have a real interest in abundant
production. It would be agalnst your own
interest to force farmers to turn to artificial
scarcity as a means of protecting their in-
come.

For that reason, I suggest you soberly con-
slder the alternative of current farm policy
debates—and realize we all have a stake in
strengthening our farm economy.

SENATE

Monpay, Marca 24, 1958

(Legislative day of Monday, March 17,
1958)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Most Reverend Archbishop Vasili,
of the Byelorussian Autocephalic Ortho-
dox Church, New York, N, Y., offered
the following prayer:

In the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Almighty
God, this prayer we make to Thee on
this anniversary of the declaration of
independence of Byelorussia, whose free-
dom was mercilessly suppressed with
brute, godless force, whose millions of
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martyrs before Thy throne cry to Thee:
Exercise Thy justice, O Lord; restore
freedom to the enslaved peoples of the
world.

In this solemn moment we beg Thee,
our God and Father, be gracious unto us.
Thy merey, Lord, is in the heavens and
Thy truth reacheth unto the clouds, for
Thou art great and doest wondrous
things.

Merciful Father, Thou hast blessed
the people of this country and helped
them to establish a government of the
people, by the people, and for the people.
Eternal God, bless the leaders of this
country with Thy grace. Help them as
they strive for Thy truth and as they
strive for world liberty, so that all men,
Thy children, may glorify Thee in their
free countries.

We humbly implore Thee, our God and
Redeemer, accept this our prayer: Bless
the United States of America and Byelo-
russia.

May Thy glorious name, our God and
Father, reign and shine in our hearts
and be blessed now and forever. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JounsoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Friday, March 21, 1958, was dispensed
with.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB-
MITTED DURING RECESS

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 21, 1958,




5052

Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, on March 22, 1958, re-
ported favorably, with an amendment,
the bill (S. 3414) to amend and supple-
ment the Federal-Aid Highway Act ap-
proved June 29, 1956, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the con-
struction of highways, and for other
purposes, and submitted a report (No.
1407) thereon, which was printed.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be the usual morning hour, and that
statements made in connection there-
with shall be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of the senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SavTonstaLL] and the
senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Busrl, I ask unanimous consent that
they may be granted leave of the Senate
to be absent today. Both Senators are
members of the Board of Visitors of the
Naval Academy, and are attending a
meeting there today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr, THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may be
absent from the Senate on official busi-
ness from now until Wednesday
morning. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? 'The Chair hears none and it is
S0 ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNc] may
speak at this time for not to exceed 10
minutes, in connection with the an-
nouncement of the death of a Member
of the other body.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection, it is so ordered.

Without ob-

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE
GEORGE SHANNON LONG

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since the
beginning of this session of the 85th
Congress, six Members have died. The
flags above this building are again at
half mast.

‘This time it is to honor the memory
of one of my dearest relatives, the late
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GEORGE SHANNON LoNc, Representative
from the Eighth Congressional District
of Louisiana.

On last Thursday, March 20, he and
his wife were leaving their home for the
office. It was necessary to shovel away
some snow which was blocking the ga-
rage doors. While they were doing this,
he suffered a heart attack, and was im-
mediately taken to the Bethesda Naval
Hospital. He seemed to be recovering;
but, as so often seems to occur, 2 days
later, on Saturday, March 22, he suffered
a further coronary thrombosis, which
proved fatal within a matter of minutes.

Representative Lonc was born on Sep-
tember 11, 1883, in the farming com-
munity of Tunica, a few miles from
Winnfield, La. He was the son of a small
farmer, Huey Pierce Long, Sr. He was
the second son in a family of nine.

He received his education in the public
schools of Winn Parish and Mount Leba-
non College. He qualified himself as a
dentist in 1904. He moved to Tulsa,
Okla., where he practiced his profession.

Like his brothers, he was always at-
tracted to, and took an active part in,
public affairs. While in Oklahoma, he
served as a member of the Oklahoma
State Legislature, and found time to
qualify himself as a member of the Okla-
homa bar in 1923. In 1935 he returned
to Louisiana, to reestablish himself as a
dentist. He settled at Pineville, La.,
where he also acquired a small farm.

His desire to serve in public capacity
was again demonstrated. He twice ran
unsuccessfully for a seat in the Congress,
against a well-established Member of the
House. His persistence was rewarded,
however, when, in 1952, he was elected.
He was reelected in 1954 by an over-
whelming majority, and again in 1956.

He endeared himself to all those who
knew him here in the Nation’s Capital.
I believe he was the most beloved mem-
ber of the Louisiana Congressional dele-
gation. Although he was a vigorous
and forceful fighter in all the causes in
which he believed, and gave no quarter
to his opposition when the battle was on,
he was characterized by {riendliness,
warmth, and Christian tolerance in his
relationships with those around him.

Representative Georce LoNG was one
of the most faithful Members in his at-
tendance at the sessions of the House of
Representatives. For a time he never
missed so much as a single quorum eall,
Nevertheless, he recognized that the
crucial issue is, not how long a Member
serves or how regularly he attends his
committee meetings or the debates on
the floor of the House, but whether he is
working in the right direction.

During the debate over the pay raise
for the Members of Congress, he made it
clear that the public is perhaps inca-
pable of completely rewarding its best
public servants, and that any salary is
too much to pay to one who is unworthy
of service here. The following state-
ment, which he made during the debate
on the bill to increase the pay of Mem-
bers of Congress, is in a large respect
typical of his views of the requirements
of public service:

My opinion is that a lot of the Members
who have spoken here today feel that they
are not entitled to a salary raise, My advice
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to these Members would be, “Go back home
and help elect to Congress a better man, to
take your place; one who will be worth the
money."

His service in the House of Represent-
atives was in the best tradition of what
most of us mean by the term Democrat.
He was a constant, consistent, and un-
failing battler for the poor, the dis-
tressed, and the unfortunate.

He served on the Veterans’ Committee
and he was always an advocate of a more
adequate program to provide for the un-
fortunate veterans and for the widows of
veterans. Members of the Congress will
recall many battles he waged to prevent
exploitation of the veterans’ programs by
unworthy persons, or other abuses re-
sulting from unthinking bureaucratic
procedures.

As a man born on the farm, and who
lived near the farm all his life, and a
small farmer himself, he was unfailing in
his efforts to preserve in our American
economy a worthy place for the small
family farm.

His position on tax policies and on so-
cial security and housing legislation,
demonstrated him to be the constant
champion of the little man and the un-
derdog.

Georce Lone was one of the most reg-
ular attenders at the quiet and unpub-
licized devotional breakfast which is
held weekly in the restaurant of the
House of Representatives. 'This little-
known and inspired group came to know
and love him, as they assembled to place
themselves under God's guidance and to
share their individual religious teachings
and experiences.

Representative Lone was a member of
the Baptist Church. He was a 32d
gegree Mason, a Shriner, and a Kiwan-
lan.

He died at the age of 75, having led
a rich, varied, and full life. He had the
great satisfaction of having his life's
work culminate in the opportunity for
bublic service which he had sought so
consistently throughout his life. This
gave him the unusual opportunity of
finding in his closing years his best and
most active period of service.

He is survived by the one he cherished
most while on this earth—his faithful
and devoted wife, Jewell Tyson Long. He
was married to her late in life. The mar-
riage was an extremely happy one. His
wife not only provided him with com-
panionship and a wonderful home, but
also continued to be his principal aid
{? his office and in other official capaci-

es,

A brief memorial service will be held
here in Washington today, at 4 p. m. The
body will then be taken to Pineville, La.,
for the funeral services and interment on
Thursday, March 27.

I should like to express my heartfelt
appreciation to my colleagues from the
Louisiana Congressional delegation, as
well as to Georce’s many friends, who
have come forward so promptly to give
their sympathy and their assistance to
the widow and to me, in this moment of
SO0Irow.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Louisiana
yield to me?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to
associate myself with the very able Sen-
ator from Louisiana in the eloquent trib-
ute he has paid to the late Representa-
tive GEORGE SHANNON LONG.

I did not know Representative Lownag

well, although I knew of his service, par-
ticularly of the very fine work he had
performed in the field of veterans' af-
fairs, in the field of aid to small farmers,
and in connection with many other ef-
forts on behalf of the American people.
" Mr. President, the Long family has
contributed many able and forceful lead-
ers to our public life. They have worked
for the benefit of their people in the light
of their own convictions as to what would
bring those benefits. And one of the out-
standing members of the family is my
good friend who represents Louisiana in
this body.

‘When I heard of Representative Long’s
unfortunate illness, I dictated tc my sec-
retary a note to go to him at the hospital.
I will never forget the notes I received
from my colleagues, when I went through
a trying period with a similar ailment.
But late Saturday afternoon my secre-
tary brought the letter back to my desk,
and said that Dr. Lonc had died.

I join all the other Members of this
body in expressing to Representative
Long’s family our deep sympathy at his
passing.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the majority leader.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr, LONG. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. On behalf of the
Members of the Senate on this side of
the aisle, I wish to join the distin-
guished majority leader in expressing
both to the members of Representative
Long’s family and to the State of Lou-
isiana our regrets at his passing.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from California.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to
join my colleagues in expressing our
deep sympathy on the passing of our
colleague in the House, Representative
GeorGeE S, Long, of Louisiana, As the
Senator pointed out, he was the cham-
pion of the little man. His services will
speak for themselves. To the junior
Senator from Louisiana, and to the rest
of Mr. Lowng’s family, we extend our
deepest condolences and sympathy.

Mr, LONG. I am grateful to the Sen-
ator from Montana.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning
business is now in order.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON COOPERATION WITH MEXICO IN
CoNTROL AND ERADICATION ©OF FoOT-AND-
MouTH DISEASE
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of

Agriculture, reporting, pursuant to law, that

there were no significant developments re-

lating to the cooperative program of the

United States with Mexico for the control
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and eradication of foot-and-mouth disease,
during the month of December, 1857; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

REPORTS ON OVEROBLIGATIONS OF
APPROPRIATIONS

A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting, pursuant to law, reports on
overobligations of appropriations in that De-
partment (with accompanying reporis); to
the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT OF EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF
WASHINGTON

A letter from the president, Export-Import
Bank of Washington, Washington, D. C.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
that bank, covering the period July-Decem-
ber 1957 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.
REPORT PRIOR TO RESTORATION OF BALANCES,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report prior to
restoration of balances, International
Boundary and Water Commission, Depart-
ment of State, dated June 21, 1957 (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

Avuprr REPORT oN FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report on the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1957 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

REPORT ON DisPosALS OF FOREIGN EXCEss
PROPERTY, INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION
ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Director, International
Cooperation Administration, Washington,
D. C,, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on disposals of foreign excess property by
that Administration, covering the period
January 1, 1957, through December 31, 1957
(with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REPORT ON BACKLOG OF PENDING APPLICATIONS
AND HEARING CASES, FEDERAL COMMUNICA-
TIONS COMMISSION
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Com-

munications Commission, Washington, D. C.,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

backlog of pending applications and hearing

cases in that Commisslon, as of January 31,

1958 (with an accompanying report); to the

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A Joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Appropriations:

“Senate Joint Resolution 8

“Resolution relative to harbors of refuge
for small craft

“Whereas there 1s an urgent demand for
harbors of refuge for fishing boats and other
small craft along the Paclific coast; and

“Whereas the improvement and develop-
ment of such harbors of refuge will be use-
ful in augmenting the Nation's food supply
by facilitating the further exploration of the
food resources of the ocean by small craft,
as well as providing harbor facilities and safe
havens of refuge from storms for fishing
fleets and other small craft; and

“Whereas such harbors of refuge will fill
an urgent need of the United States Coast
Guard in alr and sea rescue endeavors, as
well as providing harbor facilities for use of
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th:::l Armed Forces in the event of hostilities;
an

“Whereas in 1845 and 1946 the Congress
of the United States authorized preliminary
examinations and surveys with the view to
the establishment of such harbors, which
surveys were recommended by the United
States Army Corps of Engineers; and

“Whereas there are great stretches of the
California coast which are at present devoid
of harbors of refuge but along which coast
are situated places adapted by nature to
ready development at cost-to-benefit ratios
amply justifying Congressional authorization
and appropriation; and

“Whereas pursuant to the report of the
Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated at Washington, D. C., March 22, 1948
(embodied in House of Representatives, 80th
Cong., 2d sess., Doc. No. 644), the project
known as Pillar Point breakwater on Half
Moon Bay, San Mateo County, Calif., by
action of the B80th Congress became, and
ever since has been, an authorized project;
and

“Whereas the San Franclisco district en-
gineer, having been furnished funds there-
for, completed further studies and engineer-
ing data on sald breakwater project, made his
recommendation to the South Pacific divi-
sion engineer of the United States Army
Corps of Engineers for the general design
memorandum about the month of January
1957, and which general design memorandum
was thereafter approved by the Chief of Engi-
neers in Washington in July 1957; and

“Whereas the Small Craft Harbors Com-
mission, in the Department of Natural Re-
sources of the State of California, at its
meeting held in Redwood City, San Mateo
County, Calif., on the 29th day of October
1957, after careful examination and study of
the various reports and engineering data per-
taining to the project, and after viewing the
site, became convinced, and by resolution
unanimously adopted, that the Pillar Point
breakwater was of such authorized status
and importance that it be given first pri-
ority—a classification for construction and
completion as the first harbor of refuge
south of San Francisco Bay, and thereby
and therein urged the active support of Vice
President Nixzon, United States Senators
KnowLanp and KucHEL and each California
Representative in Congress to have included
by the Bureau of the Budget an item of ap-
propriation sufficient in amount to permit
bids and letting of contracts for the con-
struction of sald project; and

“Whereas the members of the California
Legislature have been informed that the Bu-
reau of the Budget failed to include an item
of appropriation for construction of the Pil-
lar Point breakwater: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and the Assembly
of the State of California (jointly), That
the Legislature of California respectfully
memorializes the Congress of the Unlted
States to take appropriate action to augment
or supplement the budget for the ensuing
fiscal year by adding thereto an item of ap-
propriation for construction of said Pillar
Point breakwater; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Legislature of Cali-
fornia respectfully memorializes the Con-
gress of the United States to authorize the
United States Army Corps of Engineers to
proceed forthwith and complete the prelimi-
nary examinations and surveys of other sites
for harbors of refuge along the California
coast, at intervals deemed adequate for the
safety and protection of fishing fleets and
other small craft; and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen-
ate is hereby directed to transmit copies of
this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the
Secretary of Defense, and to each Senator
and Representative from California in the
Congress of the United States.”




5054

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on Finance:

“Resolutions memorializing the Congress of
the United States to enact legislation pro-
tecting textile, fishing, and other historie
industries

“Whereas His Excellency the Governor, in
his annual message declared: ‘Our textile
and fishing industries have suffered greatly
because of national and international poli-
cies which the national administration be-
lieves essentlal to the security of the Nation.
I believe that it is unfair that these indus-
tries and theilr employees should be left to
bear the adverse effects of national and in-
ternational policies that have been adopted
for the benefit of all citizens’; and

“Whereas other historic industries, deeply
rooted in our economy and our traditions
such as the shoe industry, have similarly
suffered from the effect of national and in-
ternational policies; and

“Whereas the Congress has recently and
is now considering measures to alleviate the
unfair losses imposed particularly upon the
middle-aged and older workers of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts; and

“Whereas Federa]l tax policles encourage
speculators in industrial property to close up
going plants rather than renovate and re-
build them, and thus constitute an addi-
tional barrier to the restoration of pros-
perity to our depressed industries: Therefore
be it

“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts hereby memorializes the Congress
of the United States requesting that the
Congress give early favorable consideration
to legislation to alleviate the burdens on the
textile, fishing, and other historle industries,
and that the Congress modify Federal tax
statutes in such a manner as to discourage
owners from closing up economically valu-
able plants and factories; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the
Commonwealth to the presiding officer of
each branch of Congress and to the Members
thereof from this Commonwealth.

“House of representatives, adopted March
4, 1958.

“LawreNCE R. Grove,
“Clerk.

“Senate, adopted in concurrence March
10, 1958.

“IRVING N. HAYDEN,
“Clerk.

*“A true copy.

“Attest:

“EpwarD J. CRONIN,
“Secretary of the Commonwealth.”

A resolution adopted by the Long Beach
(Calif.) Chamber of Commerce, favoring the
repeal of the excise tax on transportation of
property and passengers; to the Committee
on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the Board of
Supervisors, Los Angeles County, Calif.,
favoring the repeal of the telephone excise
tax; to the Committee on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the Commission
of the City of Troy, Mich., favoring the repeal
of the excise tax on automobiles; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the Board of Com-
missioners, of Eaual County, T. H., favoring
the establishment of a mining industry on
the Island of Kaual; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

A resolution adopted by the Board of
Supervisors, Hawaii County, T. H., relating to
fast water transportation services between
the Hawalian Islands; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Young Repub-
licans of Essex County, N. J., relating to
presidential succession; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF GEN-
ERAL ASSEMBLY OF SOUTH CARO-
LINA

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and my colleague, the
senior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. Jounston], I present, for appro-
priate reference, a concurrent resolution
of the General Assembly of South Caro-
lina, memorializing the Congress of the
United States to provide the means and
the Department of Agriculture to in-
augurate a program to encourage and
aid landowners to reseed and grow hard-
woods on lands not adapted to pine trees.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Congress of the United States to provide
the means and the Department of Agri-
culture to inaugurate a program to encour-
age and aid landowners to reseed and
grow hardwoods on lands not adapted to
pine trees

Be it resolved by the senate (the house of
representatives concurring), That the atten-
tion of the Congress of the United States is
called to a practice which now obtains in this
State, and presumably in other States whose
lands are adapted to the growth of hard-
woods, that the conservation reserve pro-
gram does not foster the planting and grow-
ing of hardwood trees, as is done in the case
of pine trees. It is well known that the
Department of Agriculture is placing great
emphasis on the practice of planting and
growing of pine trees, a most commendable
practice. But there are vast areas in this
State in which the water table is too high to
grow pine trees. These areas, however, are
well adapted to the growth of poplar, gum,
maple, and other trees which flourish In solls
too wet to grow pine trees,

We take it that it is not necessary to in-
vite the attention of the Congress to the fact
that the hardwoods are very essential to
many useful industries. They are used in
making plywood, in the manufacture of au-
tomobiles, bulldings, airplanes, and many
other uses too numerous to mention, And
80 we memorialize the Congress of the United
States to provide the means and the De-
partment of Agriculture to inaugurate a
program that will encourage and aid land-
owners in reseeding and planting hardwood
trees in certain arcas. During the recession,
a program of this type would provide profit-
able employment to thousands of people now
out of work, and at the same time, would, in
the years to come, provide a source of na-
tional wealth that would make a very definite
contribution to the economy of our Nation;
be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
gent to the Secretary of Agriculture, to the
Senators from this State, and the Members
of the House of Representatives in Congress.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF
MISSISSIPPI LEGISLATURE

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, one of
the main reasons why our country has
been successful in defeating all those
who have attacked us has been the effec-
tive work of the citizen-soldier, who fol-
lows a gainful business or profession in
peacetime, and yet is available for im-
mediate mobilization during time of war
or other real emergency.

An oufstanding example of this citi-
zen-soldier is Maj. Gen. Alexander G.
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Paxton, of Greenville, Miss.,, and the
Mississippi National Guard, who will re-
tire on July 1, this year, after many
years of faithful and outstanding service
to his State and the Nation. Let those
who need assurance of the necessity of
maintaining a strong National Guard
follow his record of service through
World War I, World War II, and the
Korean war. He has served with great
personal sacrifice and outstanding abil-
ity during these periods of national peril,
and I pay tribute to him as an outstand-
ing Mississippian and a great American.
His record of achievement has been the
record of battle-success of the famed
31st “Dixie” Division, which has served
with distinction all over the world, for
it is General Paxton who has led this
historic division.

Mr. President, Maj. Gen. Alexander
Paxton deserves the appreciation of a
grateful country for his ability, leader-
ship and patriotism. His outstanding
record is proof indeed of the necessity
for the continuation of the work of the
citizen-soldier and a strong National
Guard.

The Mississippi Legislature has adopt-
ed a resolution in recognition of his out-
standing service, and I ask unanimous
consent that this resolution be printed
in the REecorp, and appropriately re-
ferred.

There being no objection, the concur=
rent resolution was referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Senate Concurrent Regolution 133
Concurrent resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Mississippi expressing the
appreciation of the State of Mississippl to

Maj. Gen. Alexander G. Paxton, command-

ing general of the 31st Infantry Division,

on the eve of his retirement from the

Mississippl National Guard

Whereas for many years the State of Mis~
sissippi and the Nation have benefited by
Maj. Gen. Alexander G. Paxton's great ability
and outstanding talent, and the contribu-
tion he has made in helping maintain this
State and Nation strong and free from
oppression; and

Whereas General Paxton during the pe-
riods of conflict of World War I, World War
II, and the Korean war has with great per-
sonal sacrifice laid aside the dutles and cares
of his civilian vocation and willingly heeded
the call of his State and Nation to serve In
their defense with great honor and distinc-
tion; and

Whereas General Paxton through his ex-
emplary leadership has led the famed 31st
Dixle Division with the efficiency and de-
votion to duty required to maintain that
organization as one of this Nation's finest,
and in keeping with that division’s historic
heritage; and

‘Whereas in peace and war the achieve-
ments of General Paxton as a member of
the Mississippi National Guard have been a
source of strength and aid to the National
Guard and of immeasurable value to the
people of this State: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Mississippi (the House of Representatives
concurring therein), That by the adoption
of this resolution we express the apprecia-
tion of the State of Mississippi to Maj. Gen.
Alexander G. Paxton for his devoted service
to this State and to its people; be it further

Resolved, That there be presented In suit-
able official form an enrolled copy of this
resolution to Maj. Gen. Alexander G. Paxton,
and further that copies be sent to the repre-
sentatives of the press.
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PRICE SUPPORTS—RESOLUTIONS
OF MINNESOTA ORGANIZATIONS

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, I present
a series of resolutions adopted by the
local Farmers’ Union of Floodwood,
Minn., the Atwater Creamery Co., of
Atwater, Minn., the Floodwood Coopera-
tive Creamery Association, of Flood-
wood, Minn,, and the Redwing, Minn.,
local of the Farmers’ Union, relating to
price supports for dairy products. I ask
unanimous consent that the resolutions
may be printed in the Recorp and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Froopwoop, MINN., March 20, 1958.
Hon. Eowarp J, THYE,
Senator from Minnesota,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr SENATOR THYE: Resolution passed in
our local Farmers Union meeting held in
co-op clubrooms at Floodwood, Minn,,
March 18, 1958, 8 p. m.

Whereas the dairy industry is one of the
major industries in the whole Arrowhead area
of Minnesota, also Floodwood, Minn.

If the support prices are lowered to 75
percent of parity that means over $900,000
loss in income for Arrowhead area farmers.
That means so much and more loss in busi-
ness, also on urban territory.

Whereas even present support prices in
parity for dairy products are already too low
to make prosperity for dairy farmer. So we
are strongly opposed or against the lower-
ing support prices for dairy products down
to 76 percent of parity.

Sincerely yours,
FranNk O. LuoMa,
Secretary.

ATWATER CREAMERY CoO.,
Atwater, Minn., March 17, 1958.
Senator Epwarp J. THYE,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR THYE: Enclosed is a photo-
graph of the members of the Atwater Cream-
ery Co., of Atwater, Minn., at the 67th annual
meeting of the cooperative held the 15th day
of February 1958, The members are shown
voting in favor of the following resolution:

“1, That the farmers of the country have
been more and more exposed to the harsh and
pitiless program of elements that have tried
and are trylng to drive prices of agricultural
products to the ground.

“2, That the newest drive agalnst the
farmer is the order of Secretary of Agriculture
Ezra Taft Benson cutting dairy price sup-
ports.

“3. That a strong, stable agriculture is
necessary for a healthy economy and that a
healthy agricultural economy requires the
protection of price through firm price sup-
ports.

“4, That Secretary Benson’s order shoves a
knife in the back of the farmer farming the
individualized, family-sized farm which is
the backbone of agriculture and the Nation’s
economy: Therefore, we assembled in our
annual meeting, resolve as follows:

“1, That we urge all farm State legisla-
tors to support the bills introduced by Sena-
tors Huserr H. HumMpPHREY and EbwaArp J.
THYE providing for dairy price supports at
76 to 80 percent of parity using a parity
equivalent based on the 30-month perlod
July 1946, to December 1848, and for a sup=
port price of not less than £3.50 per hundred-
weight for the marketing year beginning
April 1,
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*2, That the campaign of Secretary Benson
against dairy price supports and against the
farmers of the Nation be deplored.”

Bincerely,
FriTz ERAGENBRING,
Chairman, Atwater Creamery Co.
FLooDWOOD COOPERATIVE
CREAMERY ASSOCIATION,
Floodwood, Minn., March 21, 1958.
Hon, Epwarp THYE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: The following resolution was
unanimously passed at a district meeting of
the Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Asso-
ciation held at the Floodwood Community
Hall on March 20, 1958:

“Whereas the dairy industry is the only
industry in this area of any consequence and
a drop in support price to 75 percent of par-
ity would mean a loss of annual income in
this area of over $1 million to farmers and
business places; and

“Whereas even the present dairy support
price of 82 percent of parity is too low to
enable the dairy farmer of this area to pros-
per: Be it

“Resolved, That the 300 members present
at this meeting were strongly opposed to the
lowering of dairy price supports to 75 per-
cent of parity as proposed by the Secretary
of Agriculture.”

FrRANK A. GUOMA,
Secretary.

Whereas agriculture is a major industry in
this community and in Minnesota; and

Whereas the lowering of farm supports on
dairy products, wheat, corn, and the feed
grains would create increased hardship in
our area; and ]

Whereas price protection is needed on live-
stock and poultry because these products
make up a large percentage of the cash farm
income of this community; and

Whereas the community is losing millions
of dollars in income and purchasing power
each year because farmers are not receiving
prices which give them a return equal to the
cost of production and living; and

Whereas the farm credit situation is seri-
ous and capital is lacking both to finance
1958 operations and to make the needed re-
pairs and replacements on the farm; and

Whereas the lack of farm buying power is
holding back a large volume of purchases,
repalirs, and investment in new buildings and
machinery, which contribute in turn to a
drop in business activity and employment
in the city: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we, the Red Wing local of
the Farmers Union, urge the Congress to take
into consideration that the best and most
direct method of forestalling the growing
business recession and aiding small business
in our community, would be to take imme-
diate steps to restore farm prices to a full
parity level; be it further

Resolved, That the Congress be urged to
oppose the recommendations for still lower
farm price-support levels, and instead to ap-
prove measures which will restore farm
prices to a higher level at which the sale of
farm products will give farmers a fair pur-
chasing power; and be it finally

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to our Members of the House and Sen-
ate in the Congress and to other interested
officials.

Dated at Red Wing, Minn., March 18, 1958.

GEORGE ARNDT,
Vice President.
Mrs, ANGELINE GERMANN,
Secretary-Treasurer,

RESOLUTION OF VILLAGE COUN=-
CIL OF BUHL, MINN.

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, I present a

resolution adopted by the village council
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of the village of Buhl, Minn., favoring
the enactment of legislation to provide
funds for a public-works program in the
vicinity of Buhl, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be printed in the
REecorp, and appropriately referred.
There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

“Whereas a serious unemployment and
unstable economic situation exists in our im-
mediate area and the Mesabl Iron Range,
wtih hundreds of iron ore miners unem-
ployed and many more to be laid off as time
goes on; and

“Whereas this serious situation has cre-
ated undue hardship and suffering upon
these unemployed and their families: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the village council of the
village of Buhl, Minn., request the Congress
of the United States of America to appropri-
ate Federal funds and aid for a public-works
program in this area affected by this serious
unemployment situation and thus help re-
lieve the undue hardship of these unem-
ployed and their families, and to effectuate
the securing of the same.”

Copies of this resolution to be sent to Hon.
JoHN A. BLATNIK, Congressman from our dis-
trict, Hon. HuserT HumPHREY and Hon. Ep-
warp THYE, United States Senators from
Minnesota.

Moved by Clerk Turnquist, seconded by
Trustee Simonson that the foregoing reso-
lution be adopted as read.

It was declared adopted by the following
vote: Ayes—Trustees Simonson, Roberts;
Clerk Turnquist, Mayor Anderson; nays—
none.

Dated at Buhl, Minn,, this 17th day of
March 1958.

JoHN L. ANDEREON,
Magyor.

Attest:

JOHN D. TURNQUIST,
Clerk.

RESOLUTION OF BOARD OF DIREC-
TORS OF WILD RICE ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE, INC., MINNESOTA
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the

board of directors of Wild Rice Electric

Cooperative, Inc., has recently adopted a

resolution opposing increased rates for

REA.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olution be printed in the REecorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to

be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

A motion was made by G, E. Gunnarson to
adopt the following resolution:

“Whereas it has been brought to the at-
tention of the directors of Wild Rice Electric
Cooperative, Inc., that a proposed increase in
the interest rates charged is proposed; and

“Whereas many co-ops could not survive
any rate increase: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the directors of Wild Rice
Electric Cooperative, Inc.,, wholeheartedly
oppose any such increase; and be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be forwarded to the Senators and Repre-
sentatives of the State of Minnesota.”

Mr. R. P. Schnell seconded said motion and
the same being put to a vote the resolution
was unanimously adopted. Motion carried.
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RESOLUTION OF BERTHA (MINN.)
COMMERCIAL CLUB

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
March 17, 1958, the Bertha Commercial
Club unanlmously adopted a resolution
urging that the Congress maintain the
present rate of dairy support.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be printed in the REcorp, and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

BERTHA COMMERCIAL CLUB,
Bertha, Minn.

“Whereas the dalry industry is one of the
major industries in Minnesota and the Ber-
tha area; and

“Whereas the price supports on daliry prod-
ucts is scheduled to drop on April 1 to 75
percent, the basic minimum; and

“Whereas the economic effect would be a
considerable loss to our dairy farmers and
to our entire area: be it

“Resolved, That the Bertha Commercial
Club urges your continued effort, as a tem-
porary measure, to maintain the present
rate of dalry support; be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be sent to United States Senators Epwarp J.
TrHYE and HuserT H. HuMPHREY and to Con-
gressman Frep MarsHALL.”

The above resolution was presented at the
Bertha Commercial Club meeting on March
17, 1958, and was approved unanimously.

8. 0. SToCK,
Seeretary.

Morris F. BAILEY,
President.

RESOLUTION OF BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS, ST. LOUIS
COUNTY, MINN. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
have just received a copy of the resolu-
tion adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners of St. Louis County,
Minn., urging the Federal Government
to speed up public works projects to help
counteract the economic recession.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olution be printed in the REecorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered tn be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Resolution 180

Whereas the United States of America is
now in the midst of an economic recession
to the extent that the Congress of the United
States has become greatly concerned; and

Whereas curtailment of steel and wood
products manufacture has affected north-
eastern Minnesota, especially St. Louis, Lake,
and Cook Counties to the extent that a large
number of residents are no longer eligible
for unemployment compensation: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the United States Forest
Service, through the Department of Interior,
is hereby requested to extend the Ely-Buyck
Road to at least as far as Big Lake in St. Louis
County;

Resolved further, That the Congress of the

United States is hereby requested to allocate
additional funds fo the United States Forest
Service for projects In their recreational and
forestry management program;

Resolver further, That the United States
Forest Service i1s hereby requested to com-
mence at once, wherever practical, any proj-
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ects which they have under consideration
for the year 1858.

Commissioner Ahola moved the adoption
of the resolution and it was declared adopted
upon the following vote: Yeas, Commis-
sioners McEKeever, Solem, Theobald, Ahola,
Ostdahl, and Chairman Hultstrand, 6;
nays, none,

J. L. PERRY,
Clerk of County Board.

RESOLUTION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION OF BUHL, MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Public Utilities Commission of Buhl,
Minn., has recently adopted a resolution
urging Congress to appropriate Federal
funds and aid for public-works programs
in the area around the Mesabi Iron
Range where there is a serious unem-
ployment problem.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be printed in the REcorp, and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

“Whereas a serlous unemployment and
unstable economic situation exists in our
immediate area and the Mesabi Iron Range,
with hundreds of iron ore miners unem-
ployed and many more to be laid off as time
goes on; and

“Whereas this serious situation has cre-
ated undo hardship and suffering upon these
unemployed and their familles: Now, there-
fore, be and it hereby is

“Resolved, That the Public Utilitles Com-
mission of the Village of Buhl, Minn,,
request the Congress of the United States of
America to appropriate Federal funds and
aid for a public-works program in this area
affected by this serious unemployment situ-
ation and thus help relieve the undo hard-
ship of these unemployed and their families;
and to effectuate the securing of the same,
copies of this resolution will be sent to the
Honorable Congressman JoHN BLATNIK, the
Honorable Senator HUserT HUMPHREY, and
the Honorable Senator Eowarp THYE.”

Secretary N. J. Mollaro moved the adoption
of the foregoing resolution and upon support
thereof by Commissioner M. J. Klarich, the
same was adopted and so declared at a duly
called meeting held March 18, 1958, by the
following vote: Ayes, 3; nays, 0.

PETER STONEBRUCH,
Chairman.

Attest:

N.J. MoLLARO,
Secretary.

RESOLUTION OF CITY COUNCIL,
HASTINGS, MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
City Council of the City of Hastings,
Minn., has recently adopted a resolution
urging that the National Guard continue
to be maintained at the highest possible
strength and state of readiness.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olution be printed in the REecorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the reso-
lution was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services, and ordered to be print-
ed in the REcorb, as follows:

HasTINGS, MIvN., March 19, 1958.

Be it resolved by the City Council of the
City of Hastings, Minn., That the Congress-
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men and Representatives of Minnesota be
urged to oppose legislation of which com-
mittee hearings are now being conducted by
the House Armed Services Committee.

It is the belief of this body that the Na-
tlonal Guard should be maintained at the
highest possible strength and state of read-
iness so that mobilization delays will be re-
duced to a minimum.

We further believe that a strong, well-
trained and well-equipped active service,
backed by a strong National Guard, is essen-
tial to our national security and that it
would be dangerous economy to carry out the
present forced reductions in strength of the
National Guard.

Adopted by the city counecil this 17th day
of March 1958,

WarLace H, ERICKSON,
Mayor.

Attest:

ADOLPH J. GERGEN,
City Clerk.

LETTER FROM INTERNATIONAL
HOD CARRIERS AND CONSTRUC-
TION LABORERS LOCAL 1097, VIR~
GINIA, MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, the
International Hod Carriers and Con-
struction Laborers Local, No. 1097, Vir-
ginia, Minn., has just sent me a letfer
informing me of the resolution adopted
by the local urging an additional 16
weeks of unemployment compensation
benefits out of Federal funds.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be printed in the REcorp, and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

INTERNATIONAL Hob CARRIERS AND

CONSTRUCTION LABORERS LoOcAL, No. 1097,

Virginia, Minn., March 21, 1958.
Hon. HUBerT HUMPHREY,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: This organization, local 1097,
construction and common laborer union,
of Virginia, Minn., covering three countles in
northern Minnesota, at its regular meeting
of March 13, 1968, voted to go on record as to
asking your wholehearted support in any bill
which would add an additional 16 weeks of
unenrployment compensation benefits out of
Federal funds.

In this local we have over 500 members out
of work, many since early fall, and are at or
coming to the end of their regular unem-
ployment compensation benefits.

Yours truly,
A.W.PrYOR,
Business Representative.

RESOLUTION OF CITY COUNCIL,
VIRGINIA, MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
City Council of the City of Virginia,
Minn., adopted a resolution at its meet-
ing on March 18, 1958, calling upon
Congress to increase public works and
other benefits to provide economic as-
sistance in their immediate area to com-
bat the serious unemployment situation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution be printed in the Recorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
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Public Works, and ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:
Resolution 6611

Resolved by the City Council of the City
of Virginia, That—

Whereas the unemployment situation
throughout the country has become increas-
ingly critical and many varied plans have
been discussed in Congress to alleviate this
situation; and

Whereas the adverse effects of the Nation's
economy have been immediately felt in this
area as steel production has decreased: Be it
hereby

Resolved, That the city of -Virginia and
its surrounding area urgently request imme-
diate action be taken to provide a system of
public works or other benefits to provide
economic assistance to this area, whether a
part of a national program for the entire
country or some form of action glving spe-
cial assistance to promote the mining of local
Minnesota iron ores.

Moved by Alderman Virshek, supported by
Alderman Thomas, that the above resolution
be adopted. .

Ayes: Aldermen Thomas, Virshek, Luodo,
Vukelich, Glatz, McKenzie, Maki, President
Stock—8; nays, none.

Adopted March 18, 1958.

ARTHUR J. STOCK,
President of the City Council.
JoHN VUKELICH,
Mayor.

Attest:

J. G. MiLroy, Jr.,
City Clerk.

RESOLUTION OF CURRIE, MINN,,
BOOSTERS FARMERS UNION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
have just received a resolution adopted
by the Currie Boosters Farmers Union
Local urging Congress to take immediate
steps to restore farm prices to a full
parity level.

I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution be printed in the REcorp, and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Whereas agriculture is a major industry in
this community and in Minnesota; and

Whereas the lowering of farm supports on
dairy products, wheat, corn, and the feed
grains would create increased hardship in
our area; and

Whereas price protection is needed on
livestock and poultry because these products
make up a large percentage of the cash farm
income of this community; and

Whereas the community is losing millions
of dollars in income and purchasing power
each year because farmers are not receiving
prices which give them a return equal to the
cost of production and living; and

Whereas the farm credit situation is se-
rious and capital is lacking both to finance
1958 operations and to make the needed
repairs and replacements on the farm; and

Whereas the lack of farm buying power
is holding back a large volume of purchases,
repairs, and investment in new bulldings
and machinery, which contribute in turn to
a drop in business activity and employment
in the city: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we, the Currie Boosters
Farmers Union, urge the Congress to take
into consideration that the best and most
direct method of forestalling the growing
business recession and alding small business
in our community would be to take imme-
diate steps to restore farm prices to a full
parity level; be it further
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Resolved, That the Congress be urged to
oppose the recommendations for still lower
farm price support levels, and instead to ap-
prove measures which will restore farm prices
to a higher level at which the sale of farm
products will give farmers a fair purchasing
power; and be it finally

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to our Members of the House and Sen-
ate in the Congress and to other interested
officials.

Dated at Currie Booster Local, Minnesota,
March 19, 1958.

HERMAN ZENS,
Chairman.

AcNES MICKELSON,
Secretary.

RESOLUTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONS
OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp a series of resolutions
adopted by organizations in the State of
New York.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

Whereas the United States Air Force has
stated that its No. 1 problem is retention of
skilled personnel and this same problem
exists in the other services; and

Whereas a committee headed by Mr. Ralph
J. Cordiner, president of General Electric,
has proposed a modernized military pay sys-
tem based upon accepted methods of Amer-
ican Industry and designed to ald the military
services to reward and retain skilled in-
dividuals in critical jobs; and

Whereas it has been estimated that If
adopted the Cordiner Committee’s recom-
mendations would eventually save $5 bil-
lion annually in training costs and at the
same time substantially increase the strik-
ing power of our military forces: Therefore
be it

Resolved, That the Greene County Board
of Supervisors does unanimously urge the
Congress of the United States to adopt legis-
lation containing the recommendations of
the Cordiner Committee; and be it further

Resolved, That a certified copy of this res-
olution be sent to the Honorable IrviNGg S.
Ives, United States Senator; to the Honorable
Jacos Javrirs, United States Senator; and to
the Honorable J. ERNEST WHARTON, Member
of the House of Representatives.

Whereas it is our belief that immediate
measures be taken to assist in combating
any depression or recession; and

Whereas it i1s our belief that the most
rapid and beneficial measures can and should
be taken at the local community level, with
the assistance of the State and Federal Gov=-
ernments; and

Whereas it 1s our bellef that if all local
communities institute a program of public
works, with the assistance of the State and
Federal Governments, a depression can be
averted and a recession halted; and

Whereas we have endeavored to evolve a
plan for such assistance, which plan is in-
corporated in this resolution; and

Whereas it 18 our desire to place this plan
before the appropriate governmental au-
thorities: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That this council petition the
State and Federal Governments for assist-
ance in public works undertakings for this
community and for all other communities
similarly situated, which public works are
to be undertaken as soon as practicable and
as soon as permissible under present exist=
ing law.

That this community undertake a pro-
gram of constructing the following: A sew=
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age disposal plant, an incinerator, construct
storm sewer drainage wherever needed, re=-
pave necessary streets throughout the city,
construct a municipal office bullding, con-
struct a municipal recreation building.

That this community pay one-third of the
cost thereof, the State government pay one=-
third the cost thereof, the Federal Govern-
ment pay one-third the cost thereof.

That since it will be necessary to issue
bonds for the payment of these public works,
that this community pay one-third of the
interest charges on such bond issue, that
the State government pay one-third of such
interest cost on such bond issue and that
the Federal Government pay one-third of
such interest cost, such payments to be
made annually.

That since it is our bellef that many local
communities hesitate to enter into a pro-
gram of public works because of the neces-
sary and continued interest charges on bond
issues for the payment of such public works,
we suggest, as above, that the interest
charges be divided equally between the local
community, State government and Federal
Government,

It it our belief that iIf this method of fi-
nancing public works be adopted for usage
throughout the country, then immediate as-
sistance can be rendered to the national
economy and the burden of paying for such
program can be equitably assessed through-
out the Nation; be it further

Resolved, That e copy of this resolution
be forwarded to the President of the United
States, the Governor of the State of New
York and our Representatives in Congress
for appropriate legislation and action.

‘Whereas the current recesslon has had a
severe effect on the economy of Westchester
County; and '

Whereas jobless-insurance claims for Jan-
uary and February 1958 are 40 percent over
the same period in 1957 and registered un-
employment is presently over 15,000, the
highest since 1940; and

Whereas unemployment in New York State
continues to climb and industrial production
continues to fall; and

Whereas the rate of personal and corporate
taxation is at the highest point in history:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we request that Congress
take prompt and forceful action to curtail
the growing speed and gravity of the current
decline and to further adopt measures which
will insure relative stability of our economy;
and be it further

Resolved, That every consideration should
be given to effecting an immediate and sub-
stantial personal and corporate tax cut.
Such a tax cut on personal income at this
time would create billions in increased pur=-
chasing power which would stimulate sales
and production and, consequently, revive
our faltering economy. A reduction of taxes
on corporate income will tend to reduce the
profit squeeze and therefore enable business
to invest additional moneys in capital ex-
penditures—plant expansion, new machin-
ery, and so forth which will also tend to
revitalize our economy.

It is our firm belief that our present eco-
nomic condition is due in a large part to
the excessively high corporation and per=
sonal income taxes.

In addition to the compelling social reasons
for a healthy economy, it is our strong be-
lief that a vital, healthy national economy is
our greatest weapon of defense.

PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEV-
ERAGE ADVERTISING IN INTER-
STATE COMMERCE—PETITION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I present
a petition signed by sundry citizens of
the State of New York, favoring the
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enactment of the bill (S. 582) to prohibit
the transportation in interstate com-
merce of advertisements of alcoholic
peverages. I ask unanimous consent
that the petition may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the petition,
without the signatures attached, was or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

We urge you to use your power to get
through the Senate bill S. 582—LANGER, to
prohibit the ftransportation in Iinterstate
commerce of advertisements of alcoholic bev-
erages. Thanks.

(Signed by Mrs. Melvin Donner, and 32
other citizens of the State of New York.)

PROHIBITION OF SERVING ALCO-
HOLIC BEVERAGES ON COMMER-
CIAL AND MILITARY PLANES—
PETITION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I present
a petition signed by sundry citizens of
the State of New York, favoring the
enactment of the bills (S. 4) and (8. 593)
to prohibit serving of alcoholic beverages
on commercial and military planes. I
ask unanimous consent that the petition
may be printed in the REecorbp.

There being no objection, the petition,
without the signatures attached, was or-
dered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

We urge you to use your powers to get
through the Senate one of the bills, S. 4 and
8. 593, to prohibit serving of alcoholic bev-
erages on commercial and military planes.
Thanking you, we are

(Signed by Mrs. Melvin Donner and 34
other citizens of the State of New York.)

RESOLUTIONS OF FARMERS UNION
JOBBING ASSOCIATION, OF KAN-
SAS CITY, MO.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
Farmers Union Jobbing Association, of
Kansas City, Mo., at its annual meeting
on March 2, 1958, adopted several reso-
lutions, including one which stresses the
importance of research projects carried
on by various institutions in the interest
of agriculture.

These research projects further in-
clude projects not only dealing with the
improvement of farm crops, but also
studying the benefits of marketing in our
domestic and export markets.

I want to call these resolutions to the
attention of the Senate and ask that
they be referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and printed
in the RECORD.

. There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorb, as follows:
. The Farmers Union Jobbing Association,
a reglonal cooperative assoclation, owned by
240 local cooperatives, representing 75,000
farmer members, meeting at its 44th annual
meeting this 12th day of March 1958, hereby
recommends the adoption of the following
resolutions:

RESOLUTION NoO. 1

We commend the board of directors, man-
agement and employees for their efflort in
completing a very successful business year
and the very forward expansion
program now being carried out.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2

We commend the assoclation for their
cooperation and support of the Kansas Co-
operative Couneil, the Kansas Farmers Union
and the Committee of Kansas Farm Organi-
zations. We urge this support and coopera-
tion be continued.

RESOLUTION NO. 3

‘We endorse and support the establishment
and continuance of the Midwest Coopera-
tive Conference, a voluntary assoclation of
regional cooperatives to express the attitudes
of farmer cooperatives on farm problems and
the inauguration of self-help programs
through cooperatives to assist farmers to ob-
tain a more equitable share of the national
income. We are especially proud of the part
our general manager took in the establish-

ment of this conference as we feel it brought

the voice and strength of cooperatives to the
forefront in dealing with farmers’ problems.

RESOLUTION NO. 4

We endorse the research projects being
conducted in cooperation with various land-
grant colleges, for the purpose of gathering
statistical information as an approach to a
voluntary self-help program through co-
operation, for agricultural price supports and
production controls.

We also endorse the research and Investi-
gation earried on by the National Federation
of Grain Cooperatives on an export program.
We urge our assoclation to give financial and
moral support to these projects.

RESOLUTION NO. §

We believe the National Federation of
G:raln Cooperatives, composed of all the re-
glonal marketing cooperatives, of which our
association is a member, is doing an cxcellent
job of uniting all regional cooperatives into
a common front in Washington. We urge
our association to continue its membership
and support of the fedaration.

RESOLUTION NO. 6

The National Federation of Grain Coopera-
tives holds a spring conference each year in
Washington. We commend the board of di-
rectors and management for their effort in
getting managers of local and regional co-
operatives to attend this conference. We
urge this practice be continued.

RESOLUTION NO. T

We believe that the Congress should make
a public declaration of national policy to
encourage, promote, and finance farmer
cooperatives.

RESOLUTION NO. 8
We belleve that the objective of agricul-
tural parity is sound and fair; therefore, we
support the action of Congressional leaders
in their attempt to freeze the price supports
at the 1957 levels.
RESOLUTION NO. 9
These resolutions shall become a part of
the minutes of this annual meeting and we
direct that coples thereof shall be sent to
the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Congressional delegations of Eansas and
Missouri.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

S.1697. A bill to authorize the exchange of
certain lands at Black Canyon of the Gunni-
son National Monument, Colorado, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1408); and

8.1748. A bill to add certain lands located
in Idaho and Wyoming to the Caribou and
Targhee National Forests (Rept. No, 1408).

March 24

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

5.1507. A bill for the rellef of Aly Wassil
(Rept. No. 1410);

B.2564. A bill for the relief of Sabina
Skalar (Rept. No. 1411);

B.2638. A bill for the relief of Nicholas
Christos Soulis (Rept. No. 1412);

8.2794. A bill for the relief of Letteria
Morganti (Rept. No. 1413); and

8.2841. A bill for the relief of Karl Wein-
heimer (Rept. No. 1414).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with amendments:

5.2666. A bill for the relief of Jean
EKouyoumdjian (Rept. No. 1415).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, with an amendment:

5.3060. A bill to Increase the equipment
maintenance allowance for rural carriers, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1416),

REPORT ON DISFOSITION OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Joint Select Committee on the
Disposition of Papers in the Executive
Departments, to which was referred for
examination and recommendation a list
of records transmitted to the Senate by
the Archivist of the United States that
appeared to have no permanent value or
historical interest, submitted a reporg
thereon, pursuant to law.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committes
on the Judiclary:

Oliver D. Hamlin, Jr.,, of California, to be
United States circuit judge, ninth cireuit,
vice Willlam Denman, retired;

Donald E. EKelley, of Colorado, to be
United States attorney for the district of
Colorado;

Pervie Lee Dodd, of Alabama, to be United
States marshal for the northern district of
Alabama;

Tom Kimball, of Colorado, to be United
States marshal for the district of Colorade;
and

George A. Colbath, of New Hampshire, to
be United States marshal for the district of
New Hampshire.

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

Vernon Woods, of Illinois, to be United
States marshal for the eastern district of
Illinois.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and
Mr. BRIDGES) :

S.3544. A bill to amend the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. ManNsrieLp when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. EENNEDY:

5.3545. A bill for the relief of John F.

Sheehan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. NEUBERGER:

85.35646. A bill for the relief of Donald
Herbert French; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. HRUSKA:

5.3547. A bill for the rellef of Andrels
Pablo Mierkalns; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. A1-
KEN, Mr. Casz of New Jersey, Mr.
Ives, Mr. POTTER, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr,
PURTELL) :

£.3548. A bill to authorize additional
funds for urban renewal projects under title
I of the Housing Act of 1949, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. Javirs when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BEALL:

S.8549. A bill to amend part III of title
IIT of the Communications Act of 1934 in
order to exempt from the provisions of such
part certain vessels navigating on Chesa-
peake Bay or the Potomac River; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. SMATHERS (by request) :

S5.3550. A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act by adding thereto a new part
V. to provide for a temporary program of
assistance to enable common carriers sub-
ject to such act to finance improvements
and developments, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

e ———k —

RESOLUTIONS

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF INTERIM REPORT OF SELECT
COMMITTEE ON IMPROPER AC-
TIVITIES IN THE LABOR OR MAN-
AGEMENT FIELD

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, at
this time I submit a resolution for appro-
priate reference.

The resolution, Mr. President, would
authorize the printing of an additional
2,500 copies of the select committee’s
report. I believe we received 1,500 copies
without any resolution for additional.
If the resolution is approved, that will
allow us 4,000 copies of the report.

Mr. President, this is a comparatively
large report, as can be appreciated, but
I might say that requests are already
coming in for copies of the report. In
my judgment, 4,000 copies of the report
will not begin to accommodate the re-
quests that we shall receive.

I hope the Committee on Rules and
Administration will promptly act on the
resolution and report it favorably, so
that the requested additional copies of
the report may be printed.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am very glad to
yield to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. I can assure the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas that
4,000 copies will not begin to meet the
demands for the report. I would urge
that he ask for more than the number
he is now requesting.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have made this
request because I understand that addi-
tional copies can be obtained by future
requests, if authorized by the Senate. I
do think serious consideration should be
given, and I shall confer with my col-
leagues on the committee tomorrow, to
obtaining additional copies. I think the
demand will be tremendous. The report
will be something worth reading, some=-
thing in which the people of this coun-
try are interested. There will be a de-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

mand for the report, and the information
contained in the report ought to be dis-
seminated to all American citizens.
There is something vital that is involved,
something that is of concern to all in
this country, and something that we
need to be informed about.

I believe the report will stimulate an
interest that will result in support of
the Congress. I am talking about grass-
roots sentiment that will support the
Congress in rising to the responsibility
that is incumbent upon it to approve leg-
islation in the areas where it is needed
to protect the working people of this
country, to protect labor, to protect man-
agement, and to protect the interest and
welfare of the general public.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am very happy
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I wish to
identify myself with the remarks made
by the distinguished minority leader in
complimenting the chairman of the
committee for the wonderful work being
done, and, as the minority leader said,
work I hope will continue to be done.
As the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, am I correct in my assumption that
the legislation the Senator expects to
propose will be referred to our committee
for hearings?

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is
eminently correct. The select commit-
tee can only recommend; it has no legis-
lative function. Any bills proposed by
the select committee, and the one I shall
introduce, of course, will be referred to
the Senator’s committee, where further
testimony on it may be heard, and the
measure evaluated on its merits. The
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
is a legislative committee; the select
committee is an investigating committee.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. That is
what I had understood. I thank the
Senator for that information. I again
congratulate him for the splendid job
he and the committee have done.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and appropriately
referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 279), submitted
by Mr. McCLELLAN, was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Select Committee on Improper Activi-
ties in the Labor or Management Field 2,500
additional copies of the committee’s interim
report to the Senate pursuant to Senate
Resolutions 74 and 221, 85th Congress.

Mr. ELLENDER submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 280) relative to the death of Hon.
GeorGE S. Long, late a Representative
from the State of Louisiana, which was
considered and agreed to.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. ELLENDER,
;;rhich appears under a separate head-

ng.)

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL SECU-
RITY ACT OF 1947

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I in-

troduce, for appropriate reference a bill
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to amend the National Security Act of
1947 and for other purposes. I ask unan-
imous consent that I may speak on the
bill in excess of the 3 minutes allowed
under the order which has been entered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Senator from Montana may
proceed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
dean of the Republican Senators, the
distinguished senior Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bringes] and I are to-
day introducing a bill identical to H. R.
11001, recently introduced in the other
body by the Honorable CArRL VINSON,
chairman of the House Committee on
Armed Services, the Honorable LEsLIE C.
Arenps, and the Honorable Pavi J.
KILDAY,

This bill would effect a long overdue
improvement in our defense organiza-
tion. Essentially, this would be achieved
under the bill’s provisions by correcting
the weak portions of our defense organ-
ization and strengthening that which has
proved successful.

Passage of this bill will provide effi-
ciency, reality, economy, and common
sense in the organization and functioning
of the Department of Defense.

I have come to the conclusion that
Congressional admonitions and legisla-
tive restraints will not stop the growth of
the bureaucracy that has grown so rap-
idly since the Office of the Secretary of
Defense was established in the National
Security Act of 1947.

At that time it was envisioned that the
Secretary of Defense would exercise
broad coordination over the military de-
partments.

The following will indicate how far
defense organization has strayed from
what was intended by Congress when it
passed the National Security Act of 1947,
One of the authors of that proposal, the
late Adm. Forrest Sherman, testified:

The Secretary of National Defense should
have a small executive office for directing
and controlling the Defense Establishment.

In addition to the 4 assistants provided by
section 104 I bhelieve he could a.ccompllsh
his mission with about 100 people, Including
stenographic personnel and file clerks.

I should like to point out that that
small executive office of about 100
people has become an administrative
jungle of what is conservatively esti-
mated to be about 2,400 civilian em-
ployees, plus the assigned military officers
and enlisted personnel. This bureau-
cratic hierarchy includes assistant secre-
taries, deputies to assistant secretaries,
and assistants to assistant secretaries.

The late James Forrestal testified that

it was his expectation that if the Office of
Secretary of Defense were established it
would “exercise overall direction but not
go down into the departments themselves
and deal with their functions, daily oper-
ations and administration.”
_ What is going on today, and what is
impeding and impairing our national
security, is that the direct reverse of Mr.
Forrestal’s expectations has taken place.
Today the vast array of functionaries,
upon whom finally rests the power so
necessarily delegated by the Secretary of
Defense, interferes directly with the ac-
tivities and affairs of the military de-
partments.
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The bill will place a limit of 600 civilian
employees in the Office of the Secretary
of Defense. It will eliminate 14 of the
present Under Secretaries and Assistant
Secretaries in the Department of De-
fense, bringing it to a reasonable total of
15 Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries.

The dangers to national security re-
sulting from the overconcentration of
power and functions at the top level of
the Pentagon is not limited to the civilian
bureaucracy.

One of the most alarming develop-
ments since World War II has been the
gradual but continuing movement toward
a single chief of staff and a supreme gen-
eral staff after the German pattern,

Our Joint Chiefs of Staff system is the
strongest insurance against the militarily
and politically dangerous supreme staff
concept. The bill improves and
strengthens our war-proven Joint Chiefs
of Staff system. It does this in two re-
spects: First, by giving the JCS, as a cor-
porate body, authority not only to estab-
lish unified commands, but also author-
ity over assignment and withdrawal of
forces in the unified commands, desig-
nation of boundaries between them and
coordination between these unified com-
mands; second, by providing legal en-
couragement and authority for the mem-
bers of the JCS, who are also the uni-
formed chiefs of their respective services,
to delegate, subject to the approval of
their Department Secretaries, adminis-
trative details concerning their services.

This in no way—legal or de facto—
separates the JCS members from their
position as uniformed chiefs of their
services. There must be no infringe-
ment of the unity of JCS membership
and service command which provides
reality in the military planning and
avoids ivory tower theorizing.

Also, I should like to invite attention
to that portion of the bill which re-
stricts, in peacetime, tours of duty in the
Joint Staff to a maximum of 3 years.
The Joint Staff, by the very nature of
its position in the Department, and its
relationship with the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, could well develop
into a supreme high command. Such
a development would be the natural
result of giving the Joint Staff opera-
tional function and authority. Signifi-
cantly, the bill does not authorize any
such dangerous increase in the author-
ity or functions of the Joint Staff.

I believe that a real increase in effi-
ciency in strategic planning will result
from that provision of the bill which
makes the Secretaries of the military
departments regular members ‘of the
National Security Council. One of the
most unfortunate trends in defense or-
ganization in recent years has been the
constant erosion in the status and role
of the Secretaries of the military de-
partments. In the final analysis, it is
the military departments with their uni-
formed services which are the agencies
for finally getting things done. The
Secretaries of the military departments
have responsibilities of such vast scope
and strategic importance and they pos-
sess such knowledge of military realities
that they can, I believe, contribute
greatly to the formulation of policy by
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the National Security Council. Their
membership in the National Security
Council will be at least one step in the
long overdue process of restoring the
much justified prestige and status that
must be accorded their position.

This bill will do much to preserve the
ability of the Congress and the public
to have access to accurate information
on military affairs. We can be sure that
when the Pentagon reorganization pro-
posals are forwarded to the Congress the
Pentagon’s censorship and public infor-
mation machine will accompany them
with a barrage of publicity designed to
make a quick sale of the proposition.

This bill provides that the Congress
shall continue to exercise its constitu-
tional function of prescribing the basic
roles and missions of the armed services.
Those who have claimed that modern
technology has made the present roles
and missions competitive, would cure
the alleged defect by handing the con-
stitutional function of the Congress to
an appointed official in the Pentagon.
The alleged defect, of course, is non-
sense. There is no competition, for in-
stance, between the role of the Army to
provide forces for combat incident to
operations on land, and that of the Navy
to provide forces for combat incident to
operations at sea. Any proposal to cure
this nonexisting defect, by removing the
existing restraints on Pentagon famper-
ing with the roles and missions pre-
scribed by the Congress, will bring on
a constitutional crisis,

There are ample indications that the
Pentagon’s fiscal officials have been able
to exercise a degree of control of military
operations and functions, supervening
their fiscal judgment over those respon-
sible and accountable for such matters.
This practice has grown to the extent
that the Pentagon’s arbitrary manage-
ment of the funds appropriated by the
Congress in some cases amounts to a
direct challenge to the constitutional
funection of the Congress to determine
what is to be accomplished by the use of
public moneys. It has come to the point
that the adding machine in the Pentagon
has become more lethal than the sword
and more powerful than the Constitution
and the Congress. Asan illustration, the
Senate will recall that, under a previous
Democratic administration, the Congress
voted funds for a T70-group Air Force,
but the executive branch impounded all
funds except those needed to maintain
a 48-group Air Force; under this admin-
istration, $40 million above the budget
request was allowed by the Congress to
keep the Marine Corps at its statutory
strength, but this money was impounded
as well and the will of the Congress was
flouted; and most recently $32 million
was allowed by the Congress for the
building of National Guard installations
in the various States, and of that amount
$22 million has been frozen by the Bureau
of the Budget. This bill clarifies the
functions and powers of the Comptroller
of the Department of Defense,

The proponents of radical reorgan-
izations of the Defense Department have
been acting on the premise that our
organization for exercising military
leadership in the strategic planning of

March 2} -

NATO, of SEATO, in fact of the whole
Free World has been a failure—incapable
of dealing with our own internal mili-
tary affairs, and hence not to be trusted
in the larger considerations of worldwide
military strategy. They would have us
believe that our military posture is that
of a defeated nation whose armed forces
have been defeated and destroyed. Act-
ing on that premise, they would have us
discard what has been in fact a remark-
ably capable and successful defense
structure—one that has been more than
adequate to every emergency.

I believe that it is a serious mistake
to give to the world this untrue picture
of the United States military organiza-
tion. Only fundamental defects could
justify radical changes in our organiza-
tion. There is no reasonable basis for
believing that the organization which
has been uniformly successful has sud-
denly become fatally defective.

In summary, the bill will result in a
restoration of sound administrative pro-
cedures, and will effect a reduction in the
bureaucratic overhead that today only
serves to impair strategic planning and
to hinder the accomplishments of the
military services.

It is my firm conviction that the bill
is constructive without being disruptive.
It will result in greater efficiency, econ-
omy, and most importantly, in a greater
security for our Nation.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks a statement outlining the
principal features of the bill, and also a
series of three speeches I made earlier
this year on the Pentagon and the
Defense Establishment.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and speeches were ordered to be
printed in the Ricorp, as follows:

The principal features of this bill are as
follows:

1. Eliminate 14 of the present 25 Deputy
or Assistant Secretaries now in the Depart-
ment of Defense. This will clear out the
great mass of persons of high station in the
Pentagon hierarchy who have no positive
authority—they produce only negative
authority—the ability to say “no”—thus they
can only serve to impede, hinder, and delay.
This change will assure faster, better deci-
sions, a documented necessity today. The
heavy burden borne by the Secretary of De-
fense will be lightened through the elimina-
tion of many direct subordinates who engage
in make-work and force minuscule decisions
to reach him, assisting the Secretary of
Defense in his difficult job. Reducing the
over 2,400 employees in the Department of
Defense to a maximum of 600 will be of
equally great importance in reducing the
burden of minutiae presently carried by the
Secretary of Defense,

The crushing burden this reduction in
Pentagon hierarchy will lift from the mili-
tary departments cannot be measured except
that it is certainly of great magnitude. That
the military services will be able to give
greater attention to the job of improving
our national security is certain. ;

2. Include the Secretaries of the Army,
Navy, and Alr Force in the National Security
Council, bringing them into the planning of
our national strategy. Presently the mili-
tary department Secretaries sit only occa-
sionally with the National Security Couneil.
Making certain that the National Security
Council decisions will be made only after
consideration of positive information on our
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military and naval strength will materially
improve our national strategic planning.

8. Restrict the actlvities of the Comp-
troller of the Department of Defense to that
properly within his authority. The changes
proposed would reguire the Comptroller to
limit his activities to fiscal policy and proce-
dures and deny him authority to control
strategic decisions and operational activity
of our military forces.

4. Recognizes the requirement that the
Sscretary of Defense must have personal as-
sistants to ald him in matters of his office
pertaining to public affairs, legislation and
legal (General Counsel). These personal as-
sistants are not intended to interfere with or
duplicate the duties performed, and neces-
sarily so, by the military departments in
these areas.

5. Strengthen the Joint Chiefs of Staff by
providing them authority over our world-
wide deployed forces—unified commands,
the geographical regions of responsibility,
and the all-important coordination of and
between such commands.

6. Specifically authorize the members of
the Joint Chiefs of Stafl to delegate many
details of the direction of the respective
services to their principal assistants without
reducing their responsibility as the uni-
formed heads of their services. Thus pre-
serving the proven essential of any success-
ful system of military direction—unity of
planning with responsibility for execution
of such plans.

7. Limit assignment to the Joint Staff to
3-year increments, materially strengthening
our military services as well as increasing
the efficiency of the Joint Staff. Valuable
experience will be spread throughout our
military and naval forces, while at the same
time the Joint Staff will be supplied with
officers who have intimate practical knowl-
edge and experience of these forces. The
creation of a self-perpetuating, select group
of planners, isolated in the Pentagon and
insulated from the facts of military reality,
is prevented.

EXECUTIVE DETERMINATION AND ROLES AND
MISSIONS

There is an alarming indication that in-
creasing attention in the Pentagon is being
directed toward removing basic roles and
missions of the armed services from existing
statute and making them subject only to
executive determination.

Such a move is being advocated under the
guise of strengthening the Secretary of De-
fense and streamlining the Defense Depart-
ment. This may strengthen the executive
agency. But it will weaken legislative au-
thority and status in an area in which Con-
gress has wisely and resolutely insisted on
the exercise of its prerogative and responsi-
bility since the founding of our country.

What are these roles and missions? - Briefly,
these constitute the specific provisions of the
National Security Aet of 1947, amended,
which set forth the fundamental and basic
roles and missions of each of the armed
services. In a sense these provisions of law
constitute a charter for each armed service,
a kind of directive from Congress stating the
purpose for which Congress, in accordance
with its constitutional responsibility, creates,
provides for, and maintains each of the
armed services.

It must be clearly understood that the
statutory prescription of roles and missions
is not a detailed statement of the specific
day-to-day jobs, weapons, techniques, re-
search projects, and routine activities.
Rather, roles and missions in law are stated
in broad, flexible, and elastic terms which do
not make this statutory assignment of roles
and missions a straitjacket, a restriction, or
an impediment to sclentific and technologi-
cal progress.

I doubt if anyone today could prescribe in
more fundamental and more flexible terms
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the roles and missions of the armed services
as they were written into the National Be-
curity Act of 18947 with its subsequent
amendment.

It must be clearly understood that the
roles and missions of the National Security
Act are separate and distinct from the de-
tailed assignment of functions of the armed
services. The functions of the armed serv-
ices are the details of the jobs and duties of
the armed services, stated in more specific
terms than exist in law. Essentially, the
functions, which are prescribed by the ex-
ecutive authority of the President or the
Secretary of Defense, are adjustable from
time to time to new techniques, new weap-
ons, new scientific discoveries. Such func-
tions are amplifications of the basic roles
and missions prescribed by law.

So, in the combination of the wording of
the roles and missions in the National Secu-
rity Act as written by Congress and the de-
talled, adjustable assignment of specific
functions by the executive, there is a com-
pletely proper, workable, and successful de-
vice by which the legislative and the ex-
ecutive can exercise appropriate authority
with respect to what the armed services are
to do.

This matter of statutory prescriptions of
roles and missions is no new issue, In fact,
it was probably the fundamental issue con-
nected with the National Securlty Act of
1947, It certainly received more attention
from Congress in its consideration of that
bill than any other feature of that law.

I would like to briefly review some of the
pertinent facts in connection with the in-
clusion of roles and missions in the National
Security Act of 1947, as amended.

As originally proposed, the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 did not include the statu-
tory outline of roles and missions. Rather,
It was proposed that an executive order on
roles and missions would be issued upon
passage of the security act. However, Con-
gress, in its wisdom, decided that it was not
only the right of Congress to prescribe basic
roles and missions for the armed services
but it was an inescapable responsibility of
Congress to so do. Such an attitude on the
part of Congress was not readily accepted by
the executive sponsors of the proposed na-
tional security act. Congress was resolute
in its position and set forth in properly
worded provisions the fundamental roles and
missions of each of the armed services.

I would like to point out that Congress,
alert to the practical realitles of defense
matters, recognized that two elements of the
armed services were in jeopardy. Because
they considered those elements to be neces-
sary to the attainment of a properly bal-
anced defense organization and because such
jeopardy should not be permitted to con-
tinue, Congress was more precise in the pre-
scription of roles and missions for naval avi-
atlon and the Marine Corps.

Congress reaffirmed in even more emphatic
terms, through Public Law 416, 82d Congress,
2d session, its insistence upon a continued
maintenance of a combat ready Marine
Corps as a national force in readiness. Con-
gress underlined its attitude and determina-
tion in this respect by stating that the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps should have
coequal status with other members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in consideration of all
matters pertaining to the Marine Corps and
that, among other provisions, the Marine
Corps should be maintained at a strength of
3 combat divisions and 3 air wings.

It was perfectly obvious at that time that
powerful factions within the armed services
bitterly opposed this Congressional decision.

There is not the slightest doubt In my
mind but what the Marine Corps will be
destroyed as a combat force in readiness
if present efforts to remove roles and mis-
sions from the law are successful. There

is no place for the Marine Corps as it has
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developed, as Congress wants it, and as the
country needs it, in the master plan of those
‘who wish to centralize all military authority
under somebody in the Pentagon.

It is just as certain that our balanced naval
power, with its unsurpassed naval aviation,
as well as its Marine landing forces, will
be destroyed if the roles and missions are
removed from statute. We will find the
United States, which is in fact an island
Nation dependent upon maritime power for
economic and military survival, possessing
a navy which no longer will contain the
unique American attribute of sea power—
the balanced fleet.

This effort—and it s a persistent one—to
remove roles and missions from law is not
only a matter of military importance. It is
of basic constitutional importance which is
impossible to overemphasize in matters of
legislative-executive relationship. In a prac-
tical sense the statutory prescription of roles
and missions is one of the few meaningful
instruments by which Congress can dis-
charge its proper responsibility with respect
to defense policy. If roles and missions for
the armed services, as now prescribed by
law, are removed from existing statute and
made subject to executive whim, little will
remain for Congress to do except appropriate
moneys for the Pentagon.

This effort, which is gaining momentum
within the Pentagon today, is one of the
most fundamental issues of our times. Con-
gress could not, and I predict will not, lock
lightly or casually upon attempts to divest
Congress of its authority and its responsi-
bility to prescribe these basic roles and mis-
slons. Those persons who have, since 1947,
refused to accept the declsion of Congress
to include roles and missions in the National
Security Act must not be permitted to suc-
ceed with their efforts to undo this Congres-
sional deeision.

There has not, in recent years, been a
more clearcut manifestation of a Congres-
sional mandate in defense policies than the
Congressional determination to prescribe
roles and missions rather than leave it to
the executive.

I don't believe that Congress will permit
this Pentagon power play to succeed. I do
not belleve that Congress and the American
people will ever permit the Pentagon to erase
the statutory safeguards that assure a con-
tinued existence of the Marines as an ever-
ready combat force.

THE ARMED SERVICES AND PARKINSON'S Law—
II

There has been much talk about the de-
bilitating effects of inter-service rivalries.
I would point out that while service rivalries
have caused friction and waste, that rivalry
in this sense should not be confused with
service competition. Service competition
has done much to uphold the morale of the
services, and it has undoubtedly saved the
country lives and dollars. There Is a need
for continued healthy service competition,
but the lines should be drawn sharply so
that honest, worthwhile endeavors to excel
will not be compounded by eflorts to eradi-
cate and to place one service paramount to
the others.

I think there is much to be said in behalf
of the continuation of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff because, as a result of this, we have the
best judgment of the combined thinking of
the best men in all the services. If the Joint
Chiefs of Staff concept was to be done away
with, it would mean that the alternative
would be the creation of a single chief of
staff or principal military adviser to the
President who would, on the basls of his
single judgment as against the collective
Judgment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the
present time, be empowered to make deci-
slons in behalf of the security of this coun-
try. This kind of substitution—this one-
man judgment—should be avoided as much
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as possible. I think that, far better than
breaking up the present system we have at
this time, it would be in the interests of the
Nation and our security to bring about a
reorganization within the Pentagon itself.

Parkinson’s Law—the multiple additions
to a civilian bureaucracy—is a classic il-
lustration of what is happening in the
Pentagon. It is my understanding that
there are in excess of 30 assistant secretaries
or their equivalent in the Department of
Defense, the Department of the Army, the
Department of the Navy and the Depart-
ment of the Air Force. These assistant sec-
retaries have their assistants, and in addi-
tion to these there are numerous commis-
slons and committees. Many of these
civilians in the Pentagon can and do give
directives to the military personnel sta-
tioned there, and they do so while the
responsibility rests not with them but with
the officers to whom they issue orders. The
question of the coupling of authority with
responsibility in the Pentagon is one which
the Armed Services Committees of the Con-
gress ought to investigate and make recom-
mendations to correct. There are too many
political appointees in the Pentagon who
know too little about matters military.
There are too many of these appointees who
stay for too short a while, learn too little,
and who accomplish little except to add to
the disorder already prevalent throughout
that building. Too many of these temporary
civillan administrators try to formulate
policy, in all fields of defense and very likely
too many of them, all too often, interfere
when they should be minding thelr own
business.

In my opinion, it would be a good thing
if the Armed Services Committees would look
into the question of the chain of command
and find out, for example, just how many
steps there are between the individual joint
chiefs of staff and the President of the
United States or, for that matter, the Secre-
tary of Defense. We find, for example, that
in the New York Times of February 6, 1958,
an article by Hanson W. Baldwin states that
General Maxwell D. Taylor, Army Chief of
Stafl last September, said, “There are 19
civilian officials between the Army Chief of
Staff and the Commander-in-Chief who
either command, control or influence his
[the Chief of Staff's] conduct of the busi-
ness of the Army.”

The civilian bureaucracy which has
grown up in the Department of Defense
should be overhauled. It is not a small
policy-forming group superimposed on the
separate services as was originally contem-
plated. It now numbers thousands of em-
ployees who do not confine themselves to
policy, but who duplicate and c¢onfuse the
work done by the individual services and
who delve deeply into administration, opera-
tions and even command. It is time to
streamline the Defense Department. It is
time to take a look-see at this swollen
civillan bureaucracy, and it is time to re-
duce the number of assistant secretaries and
assistants to the assistant secretaries. It is
time to find out what the numerous com-
missions and committees have been doing,
and if they have been doing nothing, it is
time to abolish them. It is time for a house-
cleaning not to the end that the Pentagon
must be made an example of, but to the end
that greater efficlency, better organization
and greater stability in the Department of
Defense can be established. It is time to do
away with the political appointee and to
put in his place the dedicated public
servant. It is time to recognize that the
Defense Establishment in its proper sphere
can and does make a contribution to our
democracy. It is time to restore greater
respect among and between the services, and
it is time to give to our military leaders,
under sound eclvilian administration, the
functions which are supposedly theirs under
the laws of the land.
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THE ARMED SERVICES AND THEmR NEEDS—III

Mr, President, President Eisenhower has
sent to Congress a record-breaking peacetime
budget. The largest portion of the admin-
istration's program for fiscal year 1959 is for
an expanded and accelerated defense effort.
World events have spurred the United States
on to new achievements in weapons, missiles,
and rocket technology; a prerequisite to the
maintenance of our position as a world power,

Vast sums of money have been spent and
much more will be expended in years to come
for an ever-improving arsenal of weapons and
equipment for the Armed Forces. As the
tools of modern defense become more intri-
cate and complex the need for more highly
skilled technicians and operators becomes
more important. Contrary to some beliefs,
the human element in defense is now in a
position of great importance than at any
other time in our past history.

The emphasis has now shifted from a pre-
occupation with numbers of men to that of
the quality of our men in uniform.

Greater numbers of men will not meet the
challenege. Only marked increases in the
level of competence and experience of the
men in the Armed Forces can provide for the
effective, economical operation required by
the changing times and national needs,

Although numerical strength objectives
are being met, the Armed Forces are not able
at the present time and under the present
circumstances, to attract and retain the
kinds of people needed for the period of time
necessary for them to make an effective con-
tribution to the operation of the force. The
problem in the simplest terms is, How do we
stop the rapid turnover of military person-
nel?

Recommendations were submitted last year
to the Secretary of Defense by Ralph J. Cordi-
ner, chairman of the Defense Advisory Com-
mittee on Professional and Technical Com-~
pensation which would, if put into effect, ac-
quire and retain the competent personnel re-
quired by our defense activities. The rec-
ommendations of this committee, more fre-
guently called the Cordiner Report, have been
put into legislative form in a bill introduced
in the Senate by the distinguished junior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON]| and
the distinguished junior Senator from Ari-
zona [ Mr. GOLDWATER].

In presenting their recommendations, the
committee expressed its belief based on ex-
haustive studies that “through modern man-
agement of the manpower in the armed serv-
ices, we can simultaneously reduce the cost
and increase the effectiveness of the national
defense. The committee feels that through
the adoption of their program in its entirety
it will be possible to attract, retain, and moti-
vate the scientific, professional, technieal,
combat leadership and management skills re-
quired by the Department of Defense today
and in the future. It is believed the im-
provements will be far reaching and long
lasting, and will bring in greater savings and
galns with each passing year as the new sys-
tems are instituted. Such benefits cannot
be achieved by half measures which adopt
the terminology but kill the substance of the
recommendations.” :

I am in accord with these recommendations
and, in my opinion, we will be derelict in our
responsibilities if positive action is not taken
during this session of Congress.

In approaching this problem of military
personnel we should consider two things:
What is the situation today and what can be
done about 1t?

At the present time there are approxi-
mately 2.5 million men in the Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, and the Air Force.

Since 1939 the annual costs of the Armed
Forces have increased approximately 3,500
percent.

According to Information I have received
from the three services during fiscal year
1956 there was a turnover of 1,472,512 mili-
tary personnel, These figures are based upon
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gross gains, Including reenlistments, and
losses. During this same year the estimated
additional cost of the turnover of personnel
in the Army alone was $1,104,000,000 and it
is estimated that it will cost nearly as much
in the current fiscal year.

The cost of our defense apparatus is of such
magnitude today that it is unfortunate that
billions must be lost each year to the turn-
over of personnel because of resignations,
retirements, the reduced rate of reenlist-
ments, and then the induction and training
of new officers and enlisted men. Not only is
this a needless expense, it is lowering the
proficiency and capabilities of our military
people when the contrary is so vital in this
age of advanced technology.

One of the most disturbing things about
this rapid turnover is that first term reenlist-
ment rates are highest among personnel for
whom the training Investment is lowest;
conversely, reenlistment rates are lowest
where the training investment is highest.
This is one of the major findings of the
Cordiner report.

Every time the Alr Force loses a B-52 air-
craft commander the Federal Government
loses $B09,360 in prerequisite training and
flying costs and this same amount must be
invested in a new B-52 commander.

In 1950 the training of a multiengine air-
plane pilot was approximately $34,470. With
the more advanced equipment, the training
of a B-562 afreraft commander costs $401,950.
This represents the upgrade training only.
And, additionally, prerequisite flying costs
for each of these officers is in the area of
$407,410, a total of £809,360. Similarly, I am
informed that in 1950 the training of a
single-engine jet pilot cost $38,000. In 1957
the training of an F-102 pilot has climbed to
$233,930.

In 1950 the training of a communications
officer cost the Ailr Force approximately
$£8,600, while in 1856, to train an officer to
be a qualified communications-electronies
stafl officer, the cost has been established as
$27470. In 1957, the Air Force lost 15,400
officers. This represents a loss to the United
States of billlons of dollars.

The major contributing factors causing
this increase are the vastly increased com-
plexity of the equipment used and the ad-
vances in technology. This training and
equipment is so expensive we cannot afford
to waste it.

In the Army the training of a pilot in 1850
cost $7,000 and today it costs $24,000 to train
a fixed wing airplane pilot. In 1850 it cost
$3,716 to train a microwave radio repairman;
today this same training costs $5,0786.

While it is easy enough to retain the less
skilled in whom the taxpayers have invested
little training money, the electronics mainte-
nance men and operators, the radarmen and
the missilemen, the aircraft mechanics, the
pilots and navigators—these men with the
key skills of modern defense are leaving the
Armed Forces as fast as they can.

When they go, they not only take with
them thousands of dollars worth of training
acquired at the taxpayer’s expense, but they
leave the Armed Forces with the frustrating
task of starting all over again with raw re-
cruits.

Some turnover is Inevitable and desirable.
But the turnover rates that exist in the criti-
cal skills and among the young officers is
dangerously and destructively high.

During his testimony before the ESenate
Armed Services Committee, Mr. Cordiner
stated that during the course of his com-
mittee's study, they found out that 73 per-
cent of the junior officers completing obli=-
gatory tours of duty during fiscal year 19556
promptly returned to civilian life. In fiscal
1955, 4,000 pilots left the Armed Forces.
This represented a minimum training loss
alone of $480 million and a severe loss to
the country's capacity to respond imme-
diately and powerfully to an enemy attack.
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An important consideration in this high
turnover is that it takes 500,000 trainees just
to maintain an effective combat force and
support service of 2.3 million. The more of
those 2.3 million trained people we can in-
duce to reenlist and develop toward even
higher skills and responsibilities, the fewer
trainees we will need to maintain an effective
force.

The challenge before us is to build up
the reenlistment rates of the men who have
the skills that are most needed, or who have
the aptitude to develop such skills. These
people cannot be retained without offering
genuine incentives.

How can we best meet the challenge? I
am firmly convinced that this can be done
by adopting the recommendations of the
Cordiner report.

The Cordiner report proposes a modern-
ized compensation plan. Skills, performance
and incentive would be a major considera-
tion in adjusting the military pay scale
rather than length of service alone.

The Department of Defense would be given
greater flexibility and control over the dis-
tribution of skills and experience in the
services and the emphasis would be placed
on quality rather than quantity.

The adoption of the committee’s recom-
mendations would mean a 15 percent im-
provement in the combat capabilities of the
Armed Forces, without a significant change
in the budget. After 1962 there would be
savings in defense costs of over $5 billion.
Training accidents would be sharply reduced.
It would allow a reduction in the number of
military personnel for national defense. And
above all, the adoption of these recommen-
dations would improve the attraction, re-
tention, and motivation of the officers and
airmen in the armed services.

In addition I feel that there is a great need
for additional fringe benefits such as low-
cost insurance, dental care for dependents,
commissary and PX privileges and other in-
ducements which are an attractive consid-
eration to our military personnel, particu-
larly family men.

When we talk about increased pay, in-
creased benefits we automatically think
about increased costs. In the area of. de-
fense one might feel that the costs would
be staggering but, as a matter of fact, the
implementation of the Cordiner report would
mean savings after the first couple of years.

The astounding thing about the proposals
recommended in the Cordiner report is that
it would require only about $600 million a
year in increased payroll costs even when
the armed services have a top strength of
2.8 million.

The savings from Increased retention
would very quickly offset these added pay-
roll costs, and the second full year of op-
eration would result In net savings that
would Increase year after year. Statistics
presented to the Armed Services Committee
indicate that gains would overtake the costs
in fiscal 1960 and that by 1962 the gains
would rise to $367 million.

If the entire program is put into effective
operation, the Department of Defense has
estimated that $5 billlon savings can be
achieved by fiscal 1962,

Since the beginning of World War II we
have depended upon the draft as a perma-
nent source of men for the armed services.
Much of the military manpower is either
drafted or influenced by the draft. I cannot
help but feel that the the selective service
program 1is not an entirely satisfactory
means of maintaining an adequate force un-
der present conditions. Consecription should
be used only when other means and induce-
ments are not meeting the quotas.

A man who is inducted into the service
by the draft is there, usually, for only as
long as he has to be and does not reenlist.
And I don't know that we can blame these
draftees because no one is as efficient and
aggressive doing something they do not like,
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Many talents are wasted under the present
system, What we want and need are career
military personnel. The draft will never
satisfy this need.

We want to make a career in the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force so at-
tractive that most of its members will be
there because they want to be. I am con-
vinced that a military career can be made
that attractive. The recommendations of
the Cordiner report recognizes the need and
presents a reasonable solution. I firmly be-
lieve that the implementation of new incen-
tives and an adjusted compensation sched-
ule will make the abolition of the draft de-
sirable.

I believe slso that now is the time to raise
the I. Qs of the enlistees and inductees in
the armed services. At the present time the
Army requires a score of 40 for all enlistees
and a score of only 10 for inductees on the
Armed Forces Qualification Test. The mini-
mum score of 10 is based upon Congressional
action. All branches of the armed services
base their intelligence ratings on the Armed
Forces Qualification Test. Each service is
required to take 12 percent of their enlistees
from those people who score in category IV;
that is, those who have a test score of less
than 30. I understand that a category IV
test score is equivalent to a score of ap-
proximately 70 on an I. Q. test. The aver-
age I. Q. for the entire Nation is 85 to 114.

According to information I have received
from the Office of Education the following
table illustrates how the population of the
United States stands on an intelligent quo-
tient basis:

I. Q. of 150 or above, near genius: 0.1 per-
cent of the population is found in this
category.

I. Q. of 130-149, very superior: 3 percent of
population in this category.

I. Q. of 115-129, superior: 14 percent in this
category.

I. Q. of 85-114, normal, 66 percent in this
category.

I. Q. of 70-84, dull, 14 percent in this cate-
gory.

I. Q. of 60-69, borderline: 2 percent in this
category.

I. Q. of 59 and below, moron, imbecile,
idiot: 1 percent in this category.

This last category can be broken down
still further as follows: 40-59, moron; 20-39,
imbecile; 0-19, idiot.

These criteria are adapted from the Stan-
ford-Binet tests. Although the I. Q. average
or median for the entire population varies
somewhat, it is approximately 100.

The complexities of our modern weapons
and instruments require a much higher
quality of personnel than ever before. The
simple fact of the matter is that the Army,
under existing physical and mental stand-
ards, has been required to take too many
men with low mentalities to perform the
highly complex and extremely important as-
signments that have been imposed on the
Army. The other services are not forced to
take in inductees so they have been able to
establish somewhat higher standards, I
think it is time that the intellizence require-
ments for the Armed Forces be raised to a
more realistic standard.

In fiscal year 1857 of 179,000 individuals
inducted, approximately 63,300 were mental
group IV—the lowest I. @. group. Twenty-six
thousand seven hundred of these failed to
meet current minimum aptitude require-
ments for training. Nonproductive expendi-
tures occasioned by their discharge will ex-
ceed $69 million, These cost figures do not
include intolerable waste In training time
and material,

Mr. President, the House passed in the last
session legislation, H. R. 8850, which is now
pending before the Senate Armed Services
Committee giving the President somewhat
broader authority, except in time of war or
national emergency declared by the Con=-
gress, to defer from tralning and service in
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the Armed Forces persons whose induction
would tend to produce an excess of persons
with similar qualifications in certain cate-
gories. The President would have the power
to modify these standards.

This legislation would improve the present
situation, and I hope that the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services will consider this
legislation at an early date. When we are
attempting to improve the caliber of our
Armed Forces, we should give them an oppor-
tunity to select men on somewhat higher
standards than those that now prevail.

Mr. President, national survival is the most
vital issue confronting us in the nuclear
age. We, therefore, must have a highly
skilled and efficilent Armed Force. This is
vital to the interests of the taxpayers and
the entire Nation,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there were a number of recommenda-
tions made in those speeches which I
think are significant in an understanding
of the difficulties which confront us in
the study of the Defense Department and
our security. They are:

First. The power of Congress to pre-
scribe roles and missions for the Armed
Forces must remain with the Congress,
and not be transferred to the Executive.

Second. The collective judgment of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is a superior
mechanism than would be the creation
of a single chief of staff or principal
military adviser to the President.

Third. The number of assistant secre-
taries, their assistants, commissions, and
committees in the Pentagon should be
reduced drastically and the ecivilian
bureaucracy in the Department of De-
fense should be overhauled.

Fourth. The Cordiner report, or
something approximating it, should be
adopted.

Fifth. The minimum I @.’s of all en-
listees and inductees should be raised to
a more realistic standard.

Sixth. If the Cordiner report, or
something similar to it, is adopted, the

draft should be abolished.
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I am
very glad to join with the majority whip,
the able and distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Montana, in introducing legis-
lation designed to effect a much needed
reorganization of the Department of De-
fense.

As previously pointed out, this bill is
identical to H. R. 11001, known as the
Vinson-Arends-Kilday bill.

My decision to join in introducing this
bill was prompted by my observations
and study of defense organization in the
course of my service as a member of the
Senate Armed Services and Appropria-
tions Committees, and as a Commissioner
of the Hoover Commission.

It is evident to me that the mushroom-
ing bureaucracy at the top levels of the
Pentagon has gone far beyond that
which was contemplated when the De-
partment of Defense was created. This
stifling bureaucracy, combined with per-
sistent efforts in some quarters to under-
mine our Joint Chiefs of Staff, poses po-
tentially grave dangers to the security
of our Nation and the continuation of
our form of Government.

I completely concur with the distin-
guished majority whip that Congress
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must act to restore efficiency, common-~
sense, and economy to our defense organ-
ization.

The proposed legislation will accom-
plish such a necessary objective. If
does this, in part, by drastic, but im-
perative, reductions in the number of
under secretaries and assistant secre-
taries. The elimination of about half of
the Pentagon’s secretarial hierarchy will
have a healthful effect.

Actually, it is not difficult to identify
the reason for the development of this
huge administrative complex which we
find in the Pentagon. Each additional
grant of power to the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense has been accompanied
by bureaucratic growth. Contrary to
proven business practice which accom-
modates to growth by decentralization,
the Pentagon has erroneously sought ef-
ficiency through constantly increasing
centralization and an increase of per-
sonnel. This fixation on centralization
of power and functions has become an
administrative quicksand.

The real examples of wasteful dupli-
cation can be found in the manner in
which the bureaucracy in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense duplicates the
work of the military departments. The
bill will begin to remedy this situation by
eliminating 1,800 of the 2,400 civilian
functionaries in the Office of the Secre-

tary of Defense. The remaining 600 may

well prove to be an excessive total. If
s0, it can be further reduced by subse-
quent legislation. Proportionate cuts
can be made in assigned military per-
sonnel.

I wish to emphasize that the proposed
legislation will not in any way impair
the authority of the Secretdry of De-
fense. He now has direction, authority,
and control over the Department of De-
fense. That is all the power he could
possibly use. Any further grant of
power would be giving power for the
~ sake of power—a disastrous policy for a
government such as ours.

Of course, the key to efficient ad-
ministration of our vast Defense Estab-
lishment is the provision, very deliber-
ately written into the law by Congress,
that the military departments “shall be
separately administered by their re-
spective Secretaries under the direction,
authority, and control of the Secretary
of Defense.”

This provision of law has been largely
circumvented. Thus, in the interests
of national security, financial economy,
and orderly administrative processes it
must be rigidly observed and obeyed in
the future. It is the principal safeguard
against unrestrained bureaucracy and

administrative collapse in the Pentagon.
y The proposed legislation would also
strengthen the already successful Joint
Chiefs of Staff system. Under its pro-
visions the Joint Chiefs of Stafl will be
given greater statutory authority and
responsibility over the unified commands.
Also, it grants authority for the chiefs of
services to delegate routine administra-
tive matters to their principal assistants,
thus providing the service chiefs, if they
feel they need it, more time for strategic
planning. This, very significantly, is a
permissive, not a mandatory, provision.
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It in no way effects a legal or physical
impairment of the unity of service com-
mand and Joint Chiefs of Staff member=
ship. This unity is the indispensable
feature of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It
combines authority and responsibility.
It provides realism. It prevents the fatal
isolation of the ivory tower,

I would like to emphasize that the
bill does not increase the authority or
status of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Any further enhance-
ment of that office will bring his posi-
tion dangerously close to that of at least
a de facto single chief of staff. Such a
development might well lead to military
disaster, if reliance is placed on the mili-
tary judement of one individual and that
judgment proves erroneous.

Mr. President, this continual drive for
concentration of power in the Pentagon
is not only militarily dangerous, but it is
creating one of the great constitutional
issues of our times. Further centrali-
zation of power in one man will inevitably
challenge the constitutional authority
and responsibility of Congress with re-
spect to the appropriation of funds for
specific military purposes and the Con-
gressional determination of basic roles
and missions of the armed services. No
direct challenge or indirect usurpation of
the Congressional prerogatives in these
vital matters can be tolerated.

In summary, the proposed legislation
will return crganizational sanity to the
Pentagen. It will result in savings in
manpowe:r and money.

It will strengthen the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and simplify and improve the
formulation of military policy. It will
retain the kind of healthy competition
between the armed services such as put
Explorer and Vanguard in orbit, but pro-
vide the means for preventing wasteful
duplication.

It does not endanger cur national sur-
vial by increasing the powers of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff Chairman or the fune-
tions of the Joint Staff, which would set
the stage for a fullfledged Prussian-type
supreme high command.

The bill is responsive to our military
reguirements and it will go far toward
preserving proper legislative-executive
relationships in defense matters. It will
help to make our Nation militarily strong
without making it militaristic.

I am very happy to join with the dis-
tinguished majority whip in the intro-
duetion of the bill. I hope it will be the
focal point—the center—of future reor-
ganizations of the Department.

.The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (8. 3544) to amend the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. MANSFIELD
(for himself and Mr. BripGes), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR URBAN
RENEWAL ADMINISTRATION
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr., AIXenl, the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. CasEl, my senior col-
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league [Mr. Ivesl, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Porrerl, the Senator
from Maine [Mr. Pa¥nE]l, and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. PurteLL], I
introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to authorize an additional $500 mil-
lion for urban renewal projects under
title I of the Housing Act of 1949.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (3. 3548) to authorize addi-
tional funds for urban renewal projects
under title I of the Housing Act of 1949,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Javirs (for himself and other Sen-
ators), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

Mr., JAVITS. I believe that there
should be immediate action to authorize
at least $500 million in new funds for
the Urban Renewal Administration, ap-
proximately doubling the size and scope
of the program previously proposed to
the Congress for the next fiscal year and
there should also be provision for any
additional staff needed to speed up con-
struction on projects already in progress
and in processing new applications for
the 35 States and 4 Territories partici-
pating in the program.

This proposal should stimulate and
accelerate construction in key city areas
throughout the United States during
this period of economiec downturn. It
should also have a very real impact on

bolstering our urban communities, con- -

fidence in the Federal Government’s firm

intent not only to continue but to sub="

stantially expand its economiec partici-
pation in useful works now open to it
like the urban renewal program. These
projects are not make-work projects,
they come within the definition of the
President’s recommendation.

To date more than $1,145,600,000 out
of the total fund authorization of the
Urban Renewal Administration of $1,-
250,000,000 has been recerved for ap-
proved projects.

Applications are currently coming in
at the rate of $50 million a menth and
the Urban Renewal Administration esti-

mates that by the end of this fiscal year .

some 3 months away, it will have nearly
$300 million worth of applications on
hand above and beyond the limits of its
existing lending authority. Therefore,
I believe the proposed legislation de-
serves the same prompt consideration
Congress already has accorded another
key antirecession measure, the bill to
stimulate home building so . speedily
passed last week.

This urban renewal proposal being in-
troduced today is a vital legislative sup-
plement, we believe, to the directive
President Eisenhower sent the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator, Al-
bert Cole, on March 19 instructing him to
assign top priority to accelerating the
start of construction on urban-renewal
sites already cleared and to speed the
disposal of project land ready for con-
struction almost immediately following
sale. Our bill also provides for staff ex-
pansion which should virtually eliminate
the regrettable time lag in processing ur-
ban renewal applications which in some
cases has discouraged community par-
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ticipation completely or led to the can-
cellation of projects stalled by delay in
the planning stages.

The proposed legislation specifically
provides that under title I of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949, the limitation on the
Urban Renewal Administration’s lending
authority now standing at $1,250,000,000
shall be increased by $500 million effec-
tive on the date the bill is signed into
law. It authorizes the agency to “make
such action as may be necessary to expe-
dite the processing of applications of lo-
cal public agencies for assistance—and
for that purpose such additional person-
nel may be employed, in accordance with
the civil-service laws and Classification
Act of 1949, as may be required to carry
out the accelerated program contem-
plated by this act.”

Measures already introduced on urban
renewal for fiscal year 1959 would au-
thorize $250 million in additional lend-
ing authority for the acdministration so
that the actual construction work can
begin on some 120 projects in fiscal 1959,
compared to 56 in 1957. Even that figure
falls short of meeting the already exist-
ing and long-range urban renewal needs,
particularly in the area of residential
construction for middle-income families.

The inadequate scope of our present
program was dramatized just recently
when the American Municipal Associa-
tion reported the results of its urban re-
newal survey among more than 140 com-
munities which already have or want
such projects. These localities estimated
that under the present formula where
project financing is assisted by Federal
grants approximating two-thirds of net
project costs, they would require $513
million in grant reservations for the cal-
endar year 1958. For the entire period
from 1958 through 1967, they could un-
dertake urban-renewal construction
calling for more than $3 billion in Fed-
eral assistance. And it must be noted
that this figure still does not reflect the
full amount that could be expended since
10 major cities of over 100,000 population
already active in urban renewal did not
return estimates.

An analysis made by the Urban Re-
newal Administration shows that as of
February 1958, there were 46 survey and
planning applications pending from
cities totaling $188 million. Fourteen of
these projects, involving a total request
of $58 million are located in cities where
the recession has taken hold and they
have been declared areas of “substantial
labor surplus”. Even with the additional
$50 million which will become available
on April 1, the Urban Renewal Adminis-
tration under present circumstances will
not be able to even process some of these
documented applications from labor sur-
plus areas until the beginning of the
next fiscal year in July.

The urban renewal program now so
widely accepted serves a double-barreled
purpose: by providing a sum large
enough to prompt communities to ini-
tiate new projects and to push forward
those already in progress, we will supply
a vitally needed impetus to construction
in certain economically distressed areas,
while simultaneously encouraging com-
munities to draw up and expand a long-
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range program of urban development
which will ultimately improve living
conditions for millions of Americans.

This type of public project is not a
“make work” project. On the contrary,
such projects come directly within the
definition of the President’s recommen-
dation that the projects adopted should
be projeets already in process, for which
the planning has been done, for which
there is orderly administration, and
which can go at once when we “fire the
gun.” That is the reason for our sup-
port of this legislation.

My colleagues, who are joining me in
the introduction of the bill and I believe,
that it is one of the most effective and
constructive antirecession moves which
could be made. It fits in with the job we
are doing. It is favored in all parts of
the country. Its practicality assures it
success. I urge that this proposal be
given high priority attention.

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut,

Mr. PURTELL. Icommend the Sena-
tor from New York for the proposal
which he has presented. I should like
to ask a question.

Is it not true that many of the muni-
cipalities which might otherwise have
applied have not done so because they
felt that the funds available have been
exhausted, or would have been exhausted
shortly? :

Mr. JAVITS. Exaetly so. In the city
of New York there are a great number
of projects ready to go, which are not
going because the money. is not available.
Our purpose is to make the money avail-
able, so that the button can be pressed
on those projects.

Mr. PURTELL. Would not the pro-
posed legislation spread the amount of
money available, so that it could be used
in many other communities which at
present are unable to avail themselves
of the benefits of the program?

Mr, JAVITS. The Senator is exactly
correct.

Mr. PURTELL. Also, the bill would
stimulate employment.

Mr, JAVITS. It would stimulate em-
ployment, especially in the building con-
struction industry and the durable goods
industries, which need stimulation so
badly.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL-AID
HIGHWAY ACT—AMENDMENTS

Mr. KERR (for himself, Mr. MARTIN of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. HRUSKA) sub-
mitted an amendment, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill (S.
3414) to amend and supplement the
Federal-Aid Highway Act approved June
29, 1956, to authorize appropriations for
continuing the construction of highways,
and for other purposes, which was or-
dered to lie on the table, and to be
printed. "

Mr. KERR (for himself and Mr.
Hrusga) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to Senate bill 3414, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table, and to be
printed.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota submitted
an amendment, intended to be proposed
by him to Senate bill 3414, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REV=-
ENUE CODE OF 1954, TO CORRECT
UNINTENDED BENEFITS AND
HARDSHIPS—AMENDMENT

Mr. HAYDEN submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H. R. 8381) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to cor-
rect unintended benefits and hardships
and to make technical amendments, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance, and or-
dered to be printed,

AUTHORIZATION FOR SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY TO TAKE POSSES-
SION OF NAVAL OIL SHALE RE-
SERVES—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 21, 1958,

The names of Senators BENNETT and
BARReTT were added as additional co-
sponsors of the bill (S. 3539) to amend
part IV of subtitle C of title 10, United
States Code to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to take possession of the
naval oil shale reserves and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. ALLOTT, on
March 21, 1958.

REFERENCE OF JOINT RESOLUTION
TO COMMITTEE ON THE JUDI-
CIARY

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
call attention to the fact that there is
lying on the table Senate Joint Res-
olution 159, introduced by the Senator
from Texas [Mr. Jornson], on behalf
of the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munor] and myself, on March 4, to au-
thorize and request the President to pro-
claim July 4, 1958, a day of rededication
to the responsibilities of free citizenship.
Zél;has been lying on the table since that

y

I ask unanimous consent that the
joint resolution be referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, which has juris-
diction over measures of this kind.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, is is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE REC-
ORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

By Mr. ENOWLAND:
Address delivered by him at Oakland,
Calif,, on March 21, 1958.
Statement by him issued at Sacramento,
Calif., March 21, 1958.
By Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania:
Excerpts from remarks by him upon ac-
cepting the DAR award of merit, at the an-
nual luncheon of the Philadelphia chapter,
Daughters of the American Revolution, in
Philadelphia, Pa., on February 5, 1958,

R R S e R S A
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NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF
NOMINATIONS, PROMOTIONS, AND -
DESIGNATIONS IN THE FOREIGN
SERVICE
Mr., GREEN. As chairman of the

Committee on Foreign Relations, I wish

to announce that the Senate has today

received a list of 127 sundry nominations
for appointment fo and promotion or
designation in the Foreign Service.

Notice is hereby given that the list will
be eligible for consideration by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations at the ex-
piration of 6 days, in accordance with
the committee rule.

LAW DAY, U. 8. A,

Mr., ERVIN. Mr. President, the Amer-
jea we know and love will endure only
so long as she remembers the everlast-
ing truth embodied in William Pitt's
pithy phrase “Where law ends, tyranny
begins.” For this reason, the American
Bar Association renders America a serv-
jee of profound significance when it
calls the attention of the public to Presi-
dent Eisenhower's proclamation setting
apart May 1, 1958, as Law Day, U. S. A,
and urges the bench, the bar, and the
people of America to pause on that day
and appraise at its real value our most
precious heritage—the law—which may
be fittingly described in John Galswor-
thy’s words as “a majestic edifice, shel-
tering all of us.”

At the recent southern regional meet-
ing of the American Bar Association in
Atlanta, Charles S. Rhyne, the president
of that fine organization, and one of
our greatest contemporary legal states-
men, delivered an eloquent and pene-
trating address in which he emphasized
the importance of Law Day, U. 8. A, as
a time to “rededicate ourselves to our
most solemn responsibility, the responsi-
bility of preserving and passing on to
the generations which will follow us as
citizens of the United States of America
the heritage of individual human free-
dom and equal justice under law which
has been ours, and which rightfully must
be theirs.” Mr. President, this eloquent
and penetrating address merits the con-
sideration of all Congressmen. Conse-
quently, I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed at this point in the RECORD
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Law Day, U. S. A,

“The law: It has honored us; may we
honor it."”

It seems most appropriate that we who
began the bar association year in London
come here to Atlanta to obserye the halfway
mark in this year of great effort and great
dramatic events for the organized bar. Lon-
don and Atlanta: history fairly drips from
the atmosphere of each. In each an era is
“gone with the wind.” In each the glorious
past was and is but a prelude to an even
greater future. Each today is certainly burst-
ing with its participation in'the events of
the New World which dramatic intellectual’
and technological accomplishments have cre-
ated. f

Today, amidst such historical surround-
ings, I wish in effect to launch an effort
of the organized bar which I sincerely be-
lieve will be the greatest event of all time.
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in the history of the law. With our minds
50 much attuned to the historical back-
ground of law since our London meeting, it
seems fitting that this great day for the
law—of which I am now to speak—receive Its
first impetus here in Atlanta, a city famous
the world over for its historical contribution
to the development of law and for its great
lawyers of the past and of the present,

The great event I refer to is Law Day,
U. 8. A, which President Eisenhower has
proclaimed as May 1, 1958. This official
proclamation is a call for action in recogni-
tion of the law and what it has meant to our
country, and imposes a duty and responsi-
bility upon lawyers to apprise the people of
America of the great privilege it is to live
under the rule of law. We must do our part
on Law Day, U. 8. A, to bring home to our
people the tremendously important role of
the law in our daily lives as well as the in-
creasingly important role that law must play
in relations between nations.

Because of our daily contacts with our
Nation’s legal structure and our ceaseless
battle to insure equal justice to all of its
inhabitants, we lawyers are perhaps a little
more appreclative of our life under the rule
of law than the average man. But lawyers
and laymen alike should pause and recognize
the tremendous contribution which law has
made to our way of life, both as a promoter
of our progress and as an insurer of the rights
which made that progress possible.

The selection of May 1 as Law Day, U. 8. A,
has great significance. May 1 is also the day
on which international communism cele-
brates its past victories and looks forward
to its future conguests. There could be
no better date for us to recall the basic
moral and philosophical principles upon
which our society is based, and to contrast
them with the cynical, immoral, and atheistic
philosophy which underlies the international
Communist conspiracy.

In the context of current history we are
going through an inventorying process as we
gird ourselves to fight the Communist
menace, which operates by economic, psycho-
logical, and subversive means as well as by
threat of armed force. It seems well that we
tie to our strengths and shore up our weak-
nesses. In any such inventory one must
concede that the idea of individual freedom
under law is the great ideal we offer to the
world. Respect for and adherence to law is
ingrained in all Americans. So it has been
since the birth of our Nation. While the
average individual is not learned in the law,
there is an intense sense of justice which
burns within him. There is an almost in-
stantaneous adverse reaction to any unlaw-
ful or illegal action. We believe in, and we
live under, the law. We are a “lawful”
people.

It seems well, therefore, that we pause
to pay tribute to the law and what it has
meant to us. The space age has brought
a need for new concepts, as new frontiers
and new horizons have been opened to the
human race. But there is also a need to
reaffirm old traditional concepts whose valid-
ity and fundamental importance cannot be
shaken by any sclentific or technological
achievement. The rule of law is such an
unshakable concept.

Among all the contending ideas which
have fought for the minds of men since the
dawn of history, the concept of individual
human freedom has been outstanding, On
this concept, which embodies the natural
law, which was the heart and core of Magna
Carta, which is"the spirit and guiding light

of our Bill of Rights, we can bulld with every !

confidence . that it is a foundation not of
sand but of everlasting rock. - :
Indlvidual freedom and justice, under law,
ig the great principle that distinguishes our
form of government and our way of life

from the Communist system. It is the key-

stone of our moral leadership in the world.
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This unique national - observance of Law
Day, U. 8. A., affords a dramatic opportunity
for the American people to reaffirm their
dedication to the rule of law and to demon-
strate to the world that thelr faith in it is
unshakable.

As our Declaration of Independence affirms,
the true purpose of government is the pro-
tection of the fundamental rights of man,
Any denial of this purpose necessarily re-
sults in absolutism. Dean Roscoe Pound has
sald that the strongest bulwark of any na-
tion against absolutism is the law. But; as
totalitarlanism has illustrated, this bulwark
is real only when the concept of the law in-
cludes also the concept of natural rights. It
is by the denial of this basic principle that
totalitarianism is able within the framework
of so-called law to subvert the primary pur-
pose of the law. Basically, the true advan-
tage of the rule of law in a democracy is the
affirmation of the dignity and individuality
of the human being. Itis the affirmation of
the purpose of the state to protect and safe-
guard this dignity. It is the recognition
that the state exists for man, and not man
for the state. Only within such a philoso-
phy can a government of law and not of
men be assured. Without such a philosophy,
government by rule of law becomes impossi-
ble, and arbitrary rule must necessarily be
substituted for it.

From its inception to the present zenith
of its power, ours has been a ‘government
of law rather than of men." Colonial and
frontier courts applied as law that innate
wisdom of the centuries which had come
down to them through the crystallized pub-
lic opinion of what is fair as recorded by
Aristotle and Montesquieu and Coke. And
while our whole system of law was bottomed
firmly upon the great principles and prece-
dents of the English common law, we also
created law of our own fitted to the needs
of the New World. A good example of this
is the famous jury charge of Judge Andrew
Jackson, who presided over thousands of
trials in the frontier country of western
North Carolina and the new State of Ten-
nessee. He instructed juries to “Do what
is right between these parties. That is what
the law always means.”

Law is the intangible force that makes free-
dom and progress possible. It is law that
brings order into the affairs of man—that
enables them to lift their sights above mere
survival, to accumulate possessions, to de-
velop the arts, to pursue knowledge, and to
enjoy life among their fellows. Law gives
the individual security that he could obtain
in no other way; it protects the family and
other groups organized for the advancement
of common interests; it permits the growth
of great cities and the development of vast
enterprises. In other words, it is the cement
that holds our free society together,

And what is law?

Definitions by great men down through
history have been many:

Samuel Johnson called the law “the last
result of human wisdom acting upon human
experience for the benefit of the public.”

Cicero said: “Law is the highest reason,
implanted in nature, which prescribes those
things which ought to be done and forbids
the contrary."

.Grotius said: "Law is a rule of moral action
obliging to do that which is right.”

Blackstone’s definition of law is probably
the one most quoted in law schools. He sald:
“Law is a rule of civil conduct prescribed by
the supreme power in a state, commandin
what is right and prohibiting what is wrong.’

-Charles Evans Hughes said:

“The fundamental conception which we

- especlally cherish as our heritage is the right

to law itself, not as the edict of arbitrary
power but as the law of a free people spring-
ing from custom, responsive to their sense
of justice, modified and enlarged by their
full will- to meet conscious needs and re=
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strained by suthority which is itself subject
to law—the law of the land.”

We tend to regard too narrowly, and too
shallowly, the law and its functions and
purposes. When we regard the law as a serv-

ant of our free-enterprise system, we see

the truth, but only part of the truth. When
we see the law as the great resolver of dif-
ferences, when we see the law as the one
viable substitute for brute force in human
soclety, when we see the law as the guardian
of our rights and the protector of our free-
doms, we see clearly, but always in part
only. The law is all these things, and more.

Law is in a sense codified history; but
not merely this. It is also medicine, ac-
counting, engineering, and sclence—for all
professions in the ultimate depend upon
law as the basic foundation for their exist-
ence and operation and service. They are
licensed and governed by law.

Law is made up of the accumulated wis-
dom of the people, plus the power to pass
decisive judgment in accordance with that
wisdom, plus the various procedures, formu-
las and facilities involved in legal process.
But the power to pass decislve judgment
is not law in and of itself, any more than
legal forms and formulas and all the panoply
of process, taken alone, are law. Nor is the
accumulated wisdom of the people law with-
out the power to pass decisive judgment and
all the machinery necessary for handling
particular cases, But when these three—
wisdom, power, and machinery—are com-
bined, when the power of government is
used to apply the accumulated wisdom of
the people to individual cases through a sys-
tem of legal machinery which is available
to every individual, then we have a true rule
of law.

One of our most priceless blessings as
citizens of the United States of America

is our rich heritage of ordered freedom under

law.

Our Nation was created and nourished on
due process of law. The liberties found in
our Bill of Rights are the essence of Amer-
ica.

Law relgns supreme in our Nation at the
municipal level, the State level, and the na-

tional level, and is the one common thread

which runs through the wide variety of
mechanisms used by local, State, and Federal
governments to achieve governmental ob-
jectives. From the adoption of the Consti-
tution down to the present day, law has been
the cement which has held together our
complicated local, State and Federal gov-
ernmental structure. Supremacy of the
law is the concept which has controlled at

all levels of government. In every instance

the aim is to put law above the whims of
man. We as a people believe in and have
lived by William Pitt's famous saying, “Where
law ends, tyranny begins.” .

Civil law aims at orderly ‘and peaceful
adjustment of all reasonable claims. Crim-
inal law ailms at protection of the publie,
punishment of the offender, and deter-
rence of commission or repetition of the of-
fense.

Law Is concomitant with good government,

‘We need to make the distinction between
a government under law and a government
under laws. This is important. You cannot
have a government without laws, for even
the spoken whim of an absolute monarch is
a law for his subjects. Government under
law means much more than just having
laws. Government under law connotes sta-
bility, permanence,
Government under law connotes rightness,
righteousness—in the sense of conformity
with the natural law—and justice.
notes order and certainty.

In a government under law, it is recog-
nized that basic individual rights are only
formulated by laws, but do not depend for
thelr existence upon such laws. In a gov=

ernment under law, there is no ar‘blt.rary_
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almost timelessness.-

Law con-
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power to punish any man except for a dis-

tinet breach of the law established in an’

ordinary legal manner before the courts.
And in a government under law, every man
is equal before the bar of justice, without

any distinction based on class, whether of

race, or creed, or wealth, or color, or any
other.

Equal protection of the law is a corner=
stone of our governmental system: equal
justice under law to the poor and to rich,
to the weak and powerful alike.

Law is rooted in justice. Justice is both
its foundation and its objective.

We speak of our ideal as a government of
law and not of men; but we cannot have a
system of functioning law without men. It
takes men—wise men, and trained men—to
preserve the accumulated wisdom of the peo-
ple, to understand it, and to apply it to par-
ticular cases. It takes men-—dedicated
men, selfless men—to exercise properly the
power of decisive judgment. It takes men—
skilled men, diligent men—to operate
smoothly the machinery which we call legal
process. All these are among the functions
of lawyers. Here is the justification for the
legal profession. The greatness of our
Nation 1s due to the liberty under law that
exists here—a liberty which lawyers have
created and fought to maintain all through
our history. We lawyers can be proud that
our profession has lived up to its duties and
responsibilities.

Government under law s impossible with-
out lawyers. Every new invention or scien-
tific discovery, every new business practice,
every new activity in which the Government

itself engages, poses new problems which

lawyers must solve. In both form and con-
tent, almost all the institutions of govern-
ment are the work of lawyers. But lawyers
are seldom fully appreciated, and the extent
of our national need for lawyers is neither
felt nor recognized except in times of great
stress or emergency, when the services of
lawyers become priceless and indispensable.

Time was when development of the law
by a slow evolutionary process was sufficient
to keep it abreast of normal political, scien-
tific, and industrial transformation. But to-
day, if the evolution,of the law is too slow
to keep pace with racing scientific and mili-
tary technology of our space age, we shall
almost surely face disaster. The hope of
civilization is establishment of the rule of
law on an international basis to govern rela-
tions between nations, not only on the planet

earth but in outer space as well, before some-

unwise application of force sends the four
horsemen of war, pestilence, famine, and
death on what may be their last ride across
the face of the earth. The struggle for a
world ruled by law must go on with increased
intensity. We must prove that the genius
of man in the fleld of science and tech-
nology has not so far outstripped his inven-
tiveness in the sphere of human relations as
to make catastrophe inevitable., If man can
conquer space he can also solve the need
for legal machinery to insure universal use
of space for peaceful purposes only. With
the Eremlin now only 30 minutes via missile
from Washington, the absolute necessity of

such machinery requires no further
emphasis.

Self-government by law is an inherent
right of free people.

The Pilgrims who came to Plymouth Rock
and our first permanent settlers at James-
town sought escape from the arbitrary power
of an English king who ruled without the
law's restraining influence. ,These ancestors
of modern-day Americans carried in their
minds a dream of reestablishing the indi-
vidual liberty under law which King John
had promised more than 300 years previous
when he affized his seal to Magna Carta at
Bunnymede.

Today, after 350 years, thegreateat- strength

o,t America lies in this concept of individual
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liberty under law. Other systems of govern=
ment have produced great sclentists, great
musicians, and other outstanding achieve-
ments. But no system has produced the in-
dividual freedom which exists in America.
And the reason for this achievement is that
our system is founded upon and governed by
the rule of law.

The more one reads and studies history
the more he becomes impressed with the
amagzing wisdom of the draftsmen of our
Constitution. One explanation for their wis-
dom may be that they were more experienced
than we in the abuses of governmental
power. They lived in times of monarchy,
feudalism, military dictatorship, colonialism,
revolution, and, yes, even anarchy. They
were able to create our Constitution which
provides all the powers necessary to govern
and yet leaves the basic reservoir of power in
the hands of the governed. Our Govern=-
ment is one of checks and balances. The
three branches of Government, and the
checks which each of these branches has on
the others, constitute our best insurance
that the absolute power necessary to form a
tyranny will never vest in any one branch.

Our Constitution—the greatest statement
of the basic wisdom of the centuries ever put
together for the government of man—was
not created out of thin air. Its draftsmen
drew upon the great lawgivers of all cen-
turies. They used those principles which the
test of expelence had proven. That is why.
it has endured and met the new and novel
needs of each new generation.:

Supremacy of the law, which transferred
sovereignty from ruler to the ruled, has
guaranteed our individual freedom. Law
Day, U. 8. A, must underscore and emphasize
in the mind of every American this concept
of legal supremacy—not the supremacy of
law over ruler, alone, but the supremacy of
law over force in a world which through space
conquest has become too dangerous to live
in without law replacing weapons as the ulti-
mate decision mechanism to resolve disputes
between natlons.

There are only two alternatives to law, and
they are: On the one hand, terror—on the
other, chaos. In a society without rules
there would be no freedoms, no property
rights, no protection for the weak, no basis
for commerce or business or industry. Un=
der a tyranny which knew as rules only the
current whims of the tyrant, black terror
would stalk and lurk, thrive and grow. The
only possible counter to force would be force,
and freedom and justice would have no place.
The foundation and matrix of our free so-
clety, the protection of our individual secu--
rity, the basis for our accumulation of per-
sonal possessions, our development of our.
talents, our pursuit of knowledge, and our
right to enjoy life, are the law.

We tend to take too much for granted the
great principles which underlie our system
of government. We have a legal system.
which, in spite of the size of our country
and the necessary complexities of its organ-
ization, assures for the average citizen more
vigorous protection for life and person, more
widespread justice, more equality under law,
more effective protection for - individual:
rights, more evenly distributed economic op-
portunity, more security in person and prop-
erty, and greater personal freedom, than any
other system yet developed in all the his-
tory of mankind. What more meaningful
proof is there that life under the rule of law
assures the best existence yet devised by
man? :

In this era when dictators have supplanted
law with force in captive nation after cap=-
tive nation, preservation of the ideals of in-
dividual human rights and equal justice
under law will require much of us who now
enjoy it. We shall have to love liberty as
passionately, cling to our ideas as stubborn-
1y, respect law as deeply, and place our faith
in divine guidance just as firmly as did our.
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inspired pioneer forefathers who founded a
nation in freedom.

It is upon leadership that our future de-
pends. And leadership of the mind is all im=
portant in this area of dramatic change and
progress. Leadership in instilling in our own
people such an appreciation of what life
under the rule of law means that they will
help us lawyers in selling the rule of law to
the peoples of the whole world as mankind’'s
best hope for survival in the space age. Our
offer of leadership to the world must be
more than bigger and better weapons or mis-
siles—we must tell the people of the whole
world that we who glorify the rule of law at
home will step out on the path of progress
and lead toward a lawful and peaceful exist-
ence for the world community, and for the
unknown and unexplored frontiers of space
as well.

Let us pledge each other, here and now,
to rededicate ourselves to our most solemn
responsibility, the responsibility of preserv-
ing and passing on to the generations which
will follow us as citizens of the United States
of America the heritage of individual human
freedom and equal justice under law which
has been ours, and which rightfully must be
theirs. And let us pledge ourselves to meet
the challenge to the rule of law which our
shrunken world and the space age encompass.
Such a rededication and such a pledge must
be the meaning to the legal profession of
Law Day, United States of America,

Let us be ever aware that the seat of the
law is a throne of purest justice and her
crowning glory is a wreath of truth. In the
words of Daniel Webster: “The law: It has
honored us, may we honor it.”

TRIBUTE TO WOREMEN OF ELEC-
TRIC POWER COMPANIES

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President,
during the recent snowstorm I was one
of those without electricity for more
than a day. This is not the first time

I have had this experience. The last
" time I had it was in Maine, in the 1954
hurricane. :

It should make us stop and think about
the many things in life that we take for
granted and of which we seem to be
lacking in appreciation. It is the old
story of not appreciating something until
one does not have it.

With these thoughts in mind, I com-
mend the Washington Post for one of
its editorials appearing in today’s issue.
The editorial appropriately pays tribute
to the personnel of the electric power
companies who worked around the clock
to repair the damage and restore the
service.

I ask unanimous consent that this edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows: ;

WEeELL DONE

Congratulations are in order for the line-
men and crews of the Potomac Electrie
Power Co., the Virginia Electric & Power
Co., and the Chesapeake & Potomac Tele-
phone Co., who worked around the clock to
repair the extensive damage from last week’s
storm. All three companles recognized the
storm as a major emergency. With many
thousands of lines down and hundreds of
thousands of homes without light, heat and,
in many instances, water, the pressure for
quick repairs was great, and the companies
responded accordingly. Some linemen
worked for 24 hours or longer without stop=-
ping. Additional crews were brought in
from as far away as North Carolina.
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Throughout the emergency the inconven-
fences and hardships were eased by the
knowledge that workmen were exerting ex-
traordinary efforts to restore service at the
earliest possible moment. When the power
came on again, public appreciation was ex-
pressed in some instances by what amounted
almost to neighborhood celebrations of the
event. We surmise that everyone who melted
snow for water, dug wood from under the
snow for heat, resorted to candles for light,
and subsided in frustration when the tele-
phone went dead will echo a vote of thanks
to the indefatigable workmen who short-
ened the ordeal.

EXTENSION OF THE EAST FRONT
OF THE CAPITOL

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I am
sure all of us recognize that the Wash-
ington Star is one of the most outstand-
ing and responsible newspapers in the
entire country.

In yesterday’s Star there appeared an
excellent editorial entitled “Humbug
and the Capitol,” and a news story on
the Capitol extension as approved by the
Congress and the special Commission,
entitled “East Front Architects Blast
Foes as Unethical.”

A second news story appears in to-
day's Star entitled “Architects Differ
Widely on East Front Extension.”

I trust that every Member of this body
will read the editorial and the news
items. Senators will find the intelligent
and straightforward approach of the
Star quite in contrast with treatment of
this subject from time to time by some
newspapers and magazines.

Mr. Presidenf, there are always two
sides to a question. Not long ago I asked
the Senate not to be hasty in condemn-
ing the Vice President, the Speaker, and
the minority leaders in each branch of
the Congress for giving their approval to
a plan to duplicate exactly the east front
of the central section of the Capitol in
enduring marble,

Mr. President, the editorial and the
articles which have appeared in the
Washington Star of yesterday and today
fortify my belief that as Senators be-
come aware of the actual facts, they will
be convinced that the approved plans
should be carried into effect.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial entitled “Hum-
bug and the Capitol,” and the news ar-
ticle entitled “East Front Architects
Blast Foes as Unethieal,” published in
the Washington Star of yesterday, and
the article entitled “Architects Differ
Widely on East Front Extension” pub-
lished in the Washington Star of today,
be printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
and articles were ordered to be printed
in the Recorb, as follows:

[From the Washmg;on] Star of March 23,
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HUMBUG AND THE CAPITOL

The popular campaign against carrying
out the 94-year-old proposal to extend the
east front of the Capitol reflects a noble
sentiment,

That sentiment is directed t “van-
dalism,” “barbarous mutilation,” ‘‘destruc=-
tion of our heritage,” "elimination of the
Capitol pi ,” “messing up the Nation’s su-
perb and unique Capitol,” “vandalism and
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extravagance” and intent to “hack up and
deface the historic United States Capitol.”

Nobody wants to see such things done.
Yet that is the prospect, if the storles
Americans are reading in many of their
newspapers are true. But are they true?

We think they are untrue. We think they
present an extravagant and irresponsible dis-
tortion of the facts. The record should be
set straight. We plan to set it straight in
a series of articles beginning on the first
page of today's Star. For the public hysteria
whipped up by an organized campaign—
notable for its grotesque misrepresenta-
tions—is far more dangerous to intelligent
preservation of the United States Capitol
than anything attributed to the proponents
of the east front extension.

Thomas U. Walter, who designed the Capi-
tol dome and the Senate and House wings,
was the first Architect of the Capitol to pro-
pose an east front extension, in 1864. Every
succeeding Architect of the Capitol has
favored it. Were they vandals? The Na-
tional Commission of Fine Arts has favored
it in principle twice—under leadership of
such, champions for, the preservation of
things worth while ag Gilmore D. Clarke and
Charles Moore. The roster of other exten-
sion proponents includes the designers of the
National Gallery of Art, the Lincoln Me-
morial, the Folger Library and most of Wash-
ington’s other buildings of classical beauty.
These men, as well as present consultants,
are among distinguished architects who have
favored extension of the east front. Are
they gullty of favoring mutilation of the
Capitol?

Is Speaker of the House RAYBURN moved,
as has been charged, by a whimsical desire to
exploit his influence and deface his Capitol?
Are those who sit with him on the Com-
mission for the Extension of the Capitol in
favor of hacking it up?

In the series of articles beginning today
we propose to examine some of these and
other viclous suggestions used to color
criticism of the extension. We also believe
it is important to consider the alternatives
to extension of the east front—just as they
have been considered at such length over
the years by those best qualified to judge
the feasibility of what might be done, in
circumstances requiring that something
must be done.

We have no quarrel with those who dis-
agree with “scheme B.” ‘Tastes, architec-
turally and otherwise, of course differ.
Somebody has to decide, and a decision was
made. But it is unfortunate that a realistic
problem, demanding intelligent solution, has
been so widely misrepresented by so many
people who know nothing about it, and that
those who do know something about It have
been subjected to such ignorant abuse.

—_—

[From the Washington Star of March 23,
1968
EasT FRONT ARCHITECTS BLAST FOES AS Un=-
ETHICAL—CONSULTANTS SEE MISREPRESENTA=
TION DRIVE To BLOCK CAPITOL EXTENSION
(By George Beveridge)

Architect consultants working on the east
front extension of the Capitol adcused the
American Institute of Architects last week
of unethical conduct and misrepresentation
in its campaign of opposition to the Capitol
project.

The accusations, it was learned, were made
in two angrily worded telegrams to AIA Presi-
dent Leon Chatelain, Jr., and ATIA Executive
It)oirector Edmund R. Purves, both of Washing-

n,

One of the wires sald the ATA has con-
ducted a rabble-rousing campaign to ap=
peal to the emotions of 11,000 (ATA) mem=-
bers of whom many have not seen the Capitol,
and of whom few know any of the facts
surrounding it,
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It urged that the AIA stop immediately
the use of AIA publications to call upon the
membership to exhort the Congress against
the extension wuntil members have more
facts on which to base a decision.

The signers of the telegrams—all ATA
members—have been working for 2 years as
advisers on the extension project and related
Capitol improvements. Specifically, their
wires protested that the AIA has—

1. Lent its weight to repeating “false and
unsubstantiated statements * * * made by
people who are not familiar with the prob-
lems in to the alterations to the
Capitol * * *»."

2. Falled to recognize the studies which
have been made in “a highly professional and
dedicated manner by competent architects
and engineers, the majority of whom are
either fellows, honorary members, or mems-
bers in good standing of the ATA."

8. Failed in its service to members by not
presenting “any fact concerning the phys-
ical condition of the building and the nature
of the dome overhead, so that the member-
ship would have been in position to pass
intelligent judgment.”

4. Followed a highly unethical course by
failing to properly represent all members
of our profession rather than to take sides
on a project about which it has heard only
the statements, many of them untrue, cir-
culated by the opponents. * * *

* Architectural advisers signing the wire to
Mr. Chatelain were John Harbeson, of Phila-
delphia, Gilmore D. Clarke, of New York,
Roscoe DeWitt, of Dallas, Alfred Easton Poor,
of New York, Jesse M. Shelton, of Atlanta,
Fred L. Hardison, of Dallas, and Albert Homer
Swanke, of New York.

The second wire, sent to Mr. Purves, was
signed by Mr. DeWitt alone.

Mr. Harbeson, whose Washington works in-
clude design of the Folger Shakespeare Li-
brary, the Federal Reserve Board Bullding on
Constitution Avenue and the Pan American
Unlon Administration Building, was 1 of 3
prominent architects named 2 years ago to a
top-level consulting panel on the extension.
The other two members were Henry R. Shep-
ley, of Boston, and Arthur Brown, Jr. of
San Francisco. Mr. Brown died last year.
Since that time, Mr. Clarke, a landscape
architect and honorary member of the AIA
who for many years was Chairman of the
Federal Fine Arts Commission here, has
been added to the panel.

ADVISERS' RESENTMENT MOUNTS

Mr. Shepley, a noted Boston architect as-
sociated with projects throughout the world,
did not sign the telegrams. He is, however,
still a member of the extension advisory
panel.

Other architects who signed the telegram
are members of a second panel of associate
architects working on details of the con-
troversial east-front extension. All the
architectural firms of these men either are
currently involved in other Capitol Hill ex-
pansion projects, or have been at some time
in the past.

The telegrams brought into the open a
steadily growing resentment by the architec-
tural advisers against what they consider an
improper representation of the architectural
profession’s position on the Capitol exten-
sion.

The charge of rabble rousing in Mr. De-
Witt's telegram referred to the AIA’s re-
cent distribution of Memo, a regular news-
letter of the organization. The March 10
issue, sent to all ATA members, was devoted
mainly to sharply worded newspaper accounts
of opposition to the extension, and included
this paragraph:

“Despite success to date, a long, hard bat-
tle lies ahead to persuade the Congress to
rescind previous actions and appropriations.
Those desiring to prevent the east front ex-
tension should telegraph or write their Sena-
tors and Congressmen immediately.”

R T T N e e e T
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CHATELAIN DEFENDS STAND

In a reply wire to the consultants, Mr.
Chatelain defended AIA actions as carrying
out the “convention mandate” voiced in res-
olutions of opposition to the east front ex-
tension during the last few years. He added:

“This involves, as we see it, keeping the
membership informed as to the status of leg-
islation relating to the east front, the Con-
gressional committee involved, the individ-
uals to whom they should express their
views and general public reaction to the
proposals. We have taken the necessary
steps in the current controversy as we have
on other instances on which the institute
has an expressed policy.

“In quoting editorial comments of many
leading newspapers, we were informing the
membership about what apparently is the
prevailing public opinion on the matter.”
Mr. Chatelain also said he had difficulties
finding the alleged “inaccuracies” and said
he would welcome specific examples.

WOULD REPRODUCE FACADE

In a response to Mr. Chatelain's wire, Mr.
Horbeson has written a letter to the AIA
Journal entitled “The Institute Is Unfair to
Architects.” It contends that the AIA has
violated its own written code of ethles by
failing to adequately inform itself on the
Capitol controversy, and by “demeaning” the
professional reputations of the consulting
architects.

The east-front controversy involves a move
to build an addition which would project
the old central portion of the Capitol's east
front, between the House and Senate wings,
321, feet eastward. The present sandstone
facade of the existing front would be repro-
duced precisely, in marble, including the col-
umned portico and the walls, with all their
historic ornamentation.

Briefly, this is the project status: Three
years ago, Congress set up a five-man House-
Senate commission and, in a legislative ap-
propriation act authorized it to spend such
money as needed to carry out the extension.
The legislative language said the extension
should be in substantial accord with scheme
B of an east front extension study which
was made in 1904. Scheme B called for a
3215-foot extension. During the last 3
years, plans have been completed for the ex-
tension, at an estimated cost of $10.1 mil-
lion, and $17 million actually has been ap-
propriated for this and related purposes.
The commission is now ready to let contracts
for construction. Pending in the Senate,
however, is a bill—supported by a large num-
ber of Senators—which would hold up the
project until further studies are made.

PLAN CALLED VANDALISM

Bupporters of the Senate bill, including
spokesmen for the AIA, contend there are
no reasons valld enough to justify the ex-
tension. They call it vandalism, the need-
less destruction of perhaps the Nation’s most
beloved structure. This contention has
roused expressions of opposition through-
out the Nation, from architects, historie and
preservation societies, newspaper editorials,
and individuals.

It is against the form and substance of
this that the consulting architects at work
on the extension project last week directed
their protests to the AIA.

In a series of articles, of which this is the
first, the Star will examine the various issues
of the controversy, the charges of opponents
and the arguments which the extension pro-
ponents say have been distorted, misrepre-~
sented, and bypassed. Subsequent articles
will deal with the nature of the architects’
opposition, the present condition of the east
front, what might be done if the east front
is not extended, the architectural defect of
the east front, and the controversy over
Capitol space.
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ARCHITECTS DIFFER WIDELY oN East FRONT
EXTENSION—VIEWS RANGE FROM VANDALISM
OF SHRINE TO IMPROVEMENT oF HISTORIC
VaLues

(By George Beveridge)

Setting the record straight on how archi-
tects feel about extending the east front of
the Capitol is like piecing together a jigsaw
puzzle.

To many architects, the proposal author-
ized by Congress to extend the east front
3215 feet forward between the House and
Eenate wings is senseless destruction, a van-
dalism of the Nation's most historic shrine.
To others, it is an improvement which is
essential to preserve, not destroy, the east
front’s historic values. This conflict has ex-
isted—among architects—since the extension
was first proposed nearly a century ago.

It exists today.

PLANNERS VOICE FPROTEST

It caused a group of prominent architects
who are planning the extension to voice a
bitter protest last week against their pro-
fessional organization, the American Insti-
tute of Architects, which is leading an in-
Ernsive. well-organized campalgn of opposi-

on.

The protesting architects contend the ATIA
is pursuing a pattern of organization opposi-
tion without adequate knowledge of the
facts involved. This, they say, is misleading
AIA members and the publie,

They contend that charges of vandallsm
and desecration against the Capitol, endorsed
by the AIA, are a personal affront to their
professional integrity as architects.

And they condemn the implication that
most knowledgeable architects—present and
past—oppose the extension.

ARCHITECTS SUPPORTING PLAN

What architects have supported it? Here
are a few who have spoken out over the
years, and some of their work:

John Russell Pope, architect of the Na-
tional Gallery of Art, the Jefferson Memo-
rial, the Archives Bullding and Constitution
Hall; Egerton Swartwout, the Missouri State
Capitol; Henry Bacon, the Lincoln Memorial;
Clarence Zantzinger, Department of Justice
Building; Robert Mills, the Washington
Monument; Charles A. Platt, the Freer Art
Gallery; John F. Harbeson, the Folger Shake~
speare Library and the Federal Reserve
Board Building; Francis P. Sullivan, who
remodeled the Capltol’'s House and Senate
Chambers.

Advocates of the east front extension site
these proponents because they represent un-
matched knowledge In classical architec-
ture—of which the Capitol is a prime ex-
ample—and because thelr work developed
some of the great buildings of the Nation.

PART ENDORSEMENT CITED

Roscoe DeWitt, of Dallas, one of the con=-
sulting architects now at work on the exten-
sion, notes that these architects favored the
century-old extension proposal in order to
improve the Capitol's architecture, not de-
tract from it. He adds:

“Can any architect who has opposed the
extension show greater work than these
magnificent monuments of architecture?
Would it not be wise for the layman to ac-
cept the counsel of the great, rather than
that of those who have yet to prove their
greatness?"”

The record shows that the Fine Arts Com-
misslon—the traditional watchdog of Wash-
ington’s architecture—twice has endorsed
the extension, in 1919 and in 1935.

FIRST FROPOSAL IN 1864

Mr. Swartwout, a former Vice Chairman of
the Commission, testified in the Senate in
1937 that he had always been much inter-
ested in this extension, and “I talked about it
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a great deal with the members of the Fine
Arts Commission.” He added:

“I know pretty well how they feel, the ar-
chitects in general that have had experience
with this work. I think I have never found
any of them who did not think this was a
good thing, and I think it is myself abso-
lutely necessary to the completion of the
Capitol.”

The east front extension first was proposed
by Architect of the Capitol Thomas U. Wal-
ter in 1864, to complete the effect intended
when, under Mr. Walter's direction, the
House and Senate wings were built and the
present dome was built. Since then, the ex-
tension has been urged by every architect of
the Capitol and every consulting architect
who studied and reported on it to Congress.

During the last 3 years, resolutions oppos-
ing the extension have been passed at AIA
conventions.

SENTIMENT NOT UNANIMOUS

But even at the top level of the organiza-
tion, the sentiment has not been unanimous,
and on some occasions a different viewpoint
has not been allowed to be expressed to con-
vention delegates.

On June 12, 1956, for example, Edmund R.
Purves, AIA executive director, appeared be-
fore a Senate appropriations subcommittee
on behalf of the AIA to oppose an appro-
priation for the extension, which Congress
subsequently granted.

Under questioning, however, Mr. Purves
admitted that a report of a special AIA
Committee on the National Capitol—favor-
ing the extension—was disapproved by the
AIA board of directors at the 1956 convention
in Minneapolis and never reached the con-
vention floor for a vote.

And in the same questioning 2 years ago,
Mr. Purves—who just last week issued a bit-
ter blast against the extension project—ad-
mitted that he personally favored the ex=-
tension,

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY-SIX TESTIMONY
QUOTED

Following is a part of the 1956 Senate tes-
timony:

. Benator HaypEwn, Democrat, of Arizona:
“Why was the (special committee) report
ignored?"”

Mr. Purves: “The report was not ignored.
It was considered at considerable length.
But the members of our board of directors,
after listening to the report of the commit-
tee and other members who appeared before
them at that time, and after a discussion
of the question, arrived at the conclusion
that the board opposed the extension. It
was rather obvious, I think, Mr. Chairman,
that there was disagreement.”

Senator HAYDEN: "“The committee ap-
pointed by the National Association of Ar-
chitects, known as the National Capitol Com-
mittee, made a recommendation approving
the action that was proposed to be taken
here. The national organization, I assume,
that 1s not as familiar with the facts as
the local committee that was here to lock
into it, or that was delegated especlally to
do that, decided not to follow their judg-
ment. That is all there is to it."”

Mr. Purves: “That is it.”

FAVORED ORIGINAL PROPOSAL

Senator Clements, Democrat, of Kentucky,
then pressed Mr. Purves for his personal
sentiments, and asked whether he favored
the AIA committee report. The exchange
went this way:

Mr. Purves: “In answer to your question,
if I must answer it, Senator, I must say
lYes'} "

Senator Clements: “You were In sympathy
with the original recommendation to extend
i

Mr. Purves: “Yes, sir; I can say that.”

Senator SALTONSTALL, Republican of Massa«
chusetts: “Then, as to these national fellows
from all over the country who don't know
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Washington particularly,
agree with them?"

Mr. Purves: “Well—"

Senator SALTONSTALL: “I never knew archi-
tects to agree on anything, so it is perfectly
all right to talk."

Mr. Purves: “I wish this were off the rec-
ord.”

Mr. DeWitt, in a statement he has drawn
up to explain the position of the architect-
consultants on the east front extension, says
the opposition has been expressed solely on
sentimental grounds and pressed within the
AIA over the years by a small, dedicated
group.

Among its leaders are Lorimer Rich, of New
York, whose work includes the Tomb of the
Unknown Soldier, and who helped kill the
east front extension move during Congres-
sional hearings in the thirtles. Others in-
clude Ralph Walker, of New York, who re-
cently was awarded an architect of the cen-
tury medal by the AIA, and Jullan Berla, of
Washington, who heads a newly formed Com-
mittee to Preserve the Nation's Capitol.

WINS WIDE SUPPORT

During the last few months, Mr. Berla's
committee has generated nationwide support
from individuals and historie, preservation,
and patriotic socleties.

The opponents contend they have had no
real opportunity to see the extension plans
while they were being drawn, and that Con-
gress authorized the extension in 18566 with
virtually no public hearings. There is truth
to both charges.

J. George Stewart, Architect of the Capitol,
says only the speclial House-Senate commis-
sion directing the extension has had the
power to release plans, and commission ac-
tivities have been tightly controlled by its
chairman, House Speaker RAYBURN.

The suspicion is that Mr. RAYBURN realized
a full-scale set of public hearings probably
would ensnarl the extension proposal in
deadlocked controversy, as has happened for
50 years. The fact, however, is that Congress
freely approved the extension legislation
3 years ago, and has voted appropriations for
it on 2 occasions since.

you just don’t

AIA OPINION QUESTIONED

If hearings have been scarce during this
round of Congressional activity, however, ad-
vocates of the extension say there likewise
has been scanty discussion at AIA conven-
tions.

Mr. DeWitt’s statement, for example, says
that “a mrere handful of members was pres-
ent and but a very few of that handful voted"
when the extension issue was raised at a
recent national convention he attended.

“To represent that action as truly repre-
sentative of the feeling of American archi-
tects is to misrepresent the facts,” he said.
“The true fact is that the average thought-
ful, competent architect, knowing none of
the factors which are involved, would refuse
to express himself. Certalnly well over 10,-
000 of them did not vote and did not write
letters to their Congressmen or Senators to
stay the move.”

LEGISLATIVE MANDATE CITED

“Those who did vote and those who did
write letters were concerned wholly with the
matter of sentiment. Had these same men
known the true nature of this defect in (the
east front's) design, could they have been
apprised of the condition of the building,
could they have known that its days are
numbered unless remedial steps are taken,
few of them would have raised their voices
or taken their pens in hand.”

AIA officials have and other opponents in
no instance directly attacked the profes-
sional ability of any of the private archi-
tects who have been retalned by a Congres=
sional commission to plan and supervise the
extension.

The opponents, however, have contended
that the consultants’ hands have been tled
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by the language of the extension act passed
by Congress. And this is one basis on which
they have asked Congress to hold up the
project.

The language they refer to says that the
east front extension should be in substanial
accord with “Scheme B” of a study made in
1904, which proposed an extension of 321
feet. No matter how opposed the consul-
tants might be to this provision, the oppo-
nents say, they have no choice but to try
to work with this mandate.

CONSULTANTS' REPORT RECALLED

Charging that the consultants are opposed
to this plan, the opponents cite a report is-
sued last year by the three top-level con-
sultants—Mr. Harbeson, Henry Shepley of
Boston, and Gilmore D. Clarke, landscape ar-
chitect and former Fine Arts Commission
Chairman. The report urged in strong terms
that eventually the House and Senate
wings—as well as the central portion of the
east front—Dbe moved forward 3214 feet, and
sald the consultants felt that only in this
way could the “present beauty of the Capi-
tol be kept."

The fact, however, is that the only project
now authorized is to extend the central por-
tion of the front, between the wings. And
that has not tempered the support of the
consultants.

Mr. Harbeson, in a letter to the AIA last
week, has protested that the AIA has told its
members that the architect-consultants’
“‘opinions should not be trusted” by suggest-
ing that “no architect of note or responsi-
bility has approved the extension of the
east front.”

MEMBERS SEEN DEMEANED

“It has thus demeaned its own members
working on this project at the present time,
who have recommended the work,” Mr. Har-
beson wrote.

In hearings last month before the Senate
Public Works Committee, Mr., Harbeson
urged the east-front extension and said spe-
cifically that “We have not been hampered by
the wording of the act.” In the same hear-
ing Alfred Easton Poor, of New York, coordi-
nator of the group of architect and engineer
consultants working on the project; said:

“It is our considered opinion that we have
not at all been handicapped by the wording
of the act. * * * Had we felt that we were
so hampered we would have reported the
fact to Mr. Stewart (Architect of the Capitol
J. George Stewart, who hired them)."”

PLANS NOW COMPLETE

Plans for the east-front extension are com-
plete and, unless Congress acts otherwise
within the next few weeks, contracts which
already have been prepared are expected to be
signed to start the new construction.

In back of all the pro-and-con furor over
the project are three specific controversies,
The controversies, which also are the reasons
the extension is being pressed, are: (1) The
present deteriorated condition of the Capi-
tol, (2) a complex series of architectural
fights over how the Capitol should look, and
(3) a need for more Capitol space.

Subsequent articles of this series will at-
tempt to clear up some of the confusion that
has been generated about each of them.

EMERGENCY FUNDS FOR VETERANS'
HOSPITALS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, a
tragic and emergency situation has de-
veloped at the Portland Veterans’
Administration hospital and other vet-
erans’ hospitals across our country.

The Veterans' Administration request-
ed $6 million in the way of additional
funds for inpatient care for the fiscal
year 1958, and these funds were approved
in the second supplemental appropria=-
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tion which is now in conference, after
being passed by both the House and
Senate. There was no disagreement as
to funds for inpatient care for the Vet~
erans’ Administration. Congress has,
indeed, taken prompt action when the
facts were brought to its attention, and I
know that no Member of Congress would
favor the closing of hospital wards and
the laying off of trained professional
and nonprofessional medical personnel.

Notwithstanding the second supple-
mental appropriation which will be ap-
proved shortly by the Congress, the Vet=-
erans’ Administration will find itself
short several million dollars for fiscal
year 1958 for inpatient care. I have been
advised that the Veterans' Administra-
tion has initiated a request for this
money, which is now being considered by
the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in my
remarks a letter dated March 18, 1958,
from Dr. William S. Middleton, Chief
Medical Director of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration. Dr. Middleton’s letter ex-
plains the 2-percent reduction that will
take place at the Portland and other
Veterans’ Administration hospitals for
the fourth quarter, fiscal 1958.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION,
March 18, 1958.
The Honorable RicHArD L. NEUBERGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewaTor NeusercerR: The pending
action concerning the Portland, Oreg., Vet-
erans’ Administration Hospital, about which
you inquired today, involved all Veterans'
Administration hospitals. The reduction for
the Portland hospital will be $20,096.

On March 6, 1958, stations were alerted
that their 4th quarter fund allotments were
to be reduced by 2 percent from the amount
initially set up when the fiscal year began.
On March 14, 1958, confirmation of the re-
duction was made. This was considered
necessary because we will be unable to re-
alize the financial resources contemplated by
the fiscal year 1958 Appropriations Act.

The Appropriation Act, Public Law 85-69
of June 29, 1957, provided $708,656,000 for
inpatient care, of which $6,656,000 was to
be realized from reimbursable services. For
such services there has been a substantial de-
crease in collections so far this year due to
a United States district court decision limit-
ing the Government’s ability to collect on
insurance policies assigned to the Veterans'
Administration by some of its patients. It
is now estimated that, at the most, $3,500,000
will be collected before the close of the fiscal
year. Under the eclrcumstances the de-
scribed reduction in 4th quarter fund allot-
ments is required to avoid deficiency opera=-
tions.

I hope ways can be found to minimize the
impact of this reduction before the close of
the fiscal year,

Very truly yours,
WiLLiam S. MIDpLETON, M. D.,
Chief Medical Director.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
unless the Bureau of the Budget and
the Congress take prompt action, skilled
medical and other personnel will be laid
off at VA hospitals, and hospital wards
will be closed. This urgent situation
was brought to my attention by Mr.
Charles H. Huggins, Department of Ore-
gon commander, the American Legion,
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and Dr. Penn C. Crum, chairman of the
department rehabilitation commission.
I ask unanimous consent that their tele-
gram be printed at this point in my re-
marks in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tele-
gram was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PorTLAND, OREG., March 17, 1958.
Hon. RicHarDp L. NEUBERGER,
United States Senator, Oregon,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Dr. Spendlove, manager, veterans’ hospital,
Portland, received a TWX from Chief Medi-
cal Director’s office that there would be a
withdrawal of 2 percent of his funds for
inpatient care April 1. This would possibly
close one ward, lay off personnel, and in-
crease walting list. Any delay in this cut
in funds that you can eifect will be -greatly
appreciated.

Cuarres H. HuGGINS,
Commander, the American Legion.
PENN C. CrRUM,
Chairman, Rehabilitation Commis=
sion, the American Legion.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the
Portland Veterans' Hospital, along with
other VA hospitals, has a long waiting
list, and it would be tragic if hospital
wards are forced to be closed. Equally
tragic is the fact that loyal professional
personnel will be laid off. The able man-
ager of the Portland Veterans' Hospital,
Dr. J. Gordon Spendlove, has no alterna-
tive with the reduction of his funds for
the operation of the hospital. Reduc-
tion-in-force notices already have been
given to quite a few Portland Veterans'
Administration employees, and both pro-
fessional and nonprofessional personnel
are affected.

It is my hope that the Bureau of the
Budget will take prompt action so that

‘the request by the Veterans’ Administra-

tion for an additional several million for
inpatient care can be promptly submitted
to Congress. I know that Congress will
vote the needed funds, and the burden
now rests with the Bureau of the Budget,
an agency in the Executive Office of the
President.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in my
remarks two letters I have just received
from residents of Portland telling of the
situation at the Portland Veterans’ Ad-
ministration Hospital, together with an
item entitled “More VA Bed Losses?”
from the March 19 issue of the National
Legislative Bulletin of the American
Legion.

There being no objection, the letters
and item were ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:

PoORTLAND, OREG., March 18, 1958,
The Honorable RicHArRD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: Yesterday,
reduction-in-force notices were given to
quite a few Portland Veterans’ Administra-
tion hospital employees. Both professional
and nonprofessional personnel were af-
fected.

We were told that this was mnecessary
because of the withdrawing of funds from
the station in connection with budget prob-
lems within the Veterans' Administration.
We were also informed that if the emer=-
gency appropriation measure now before
Congress is passed that the RIF notices will
be canceled.
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I urge you to do everything within your
power to get speedy and fair action on the
VA appropriation measure; however, I hope
that you will go further and inquire as to
why funds for the medical care of hos-
pitalized veterans is continuously being
threatened.

This area 1s already faced with a critical
unemployment problem and the VA hos-
pital cannot maintain adequate care for
the hospitalized veterans if their budget is
reduced.

Respectfully yours,
WiLsUr M. WATTERS.
PoRTLAND, OREG., March 18, 1958.

My DeAr SEnaTOR NEUBERGER: I am greatly
interested in the bill supporting the VA de-
ficlency funds for impatient care. I favor
it for several reasons, in which I believe you
at least partially concur. There is already
considerable unemployment all over the
country, and Oregon has already been hard
hit all winter, so that more unemployment
by Uncle Sam himself seems hard to under-
stand. Secondly, the VA has already had
several cutbacks In recent years, and with
rising costs everywhere there is an auto-
matic cutback in services to veterans with-
out cutting present operating expenses.
Civil service at present pays less than other
similar jobs outside, so with lower pay plus
less security plus lower morale how can
you get and keep good employees? The other
point is that a hospital for veterans is not
being operated and maintained for budget
purposes, which is cold, calculating and im-
personal, but to give hospitalized veterans
the best care, with reasonable expense. Are
veterans to be turned down when really
sick because the budget won't allow it?

I hope you will urge it being brought out
of committee and voted upon as soon as
possible.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. Lovise H. WELDLICH,

[From the National Legislative Bulletin of
March 19, 1858]

More VA Bep Losses?

At this time the 1959 budget for the VA is
in the House Appropriations Subcommittee
for Independent Offices. It went there with
a Bureau of the Budget recommendation for
a cut of 1,000 VA hospital beds. Supple-
mental funds for the remainder of this year
are also necessary and if a Senate-House
conference falls to come up with additional
funds it will mean closing down 310 beds
during the next 3 months. For in-patient
care there would be a shortage of $314 million
and, according to United Press reporting, VA
Administrator Whittier told the House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee that such short-
age would mean closing five VA hospitals.
VA 1is reported to be planning reductions in
hospitals, in wards, and in beds in a total
of at least 10 VA hospitals beginning April 1.

As hospital doors are closed and beds shut
down, where do the sick and broke veterans
go? Unless they are to be ignored entirely,
the responsibility will fall to the communi-
ties and the States. Do the latter have the
facilities to take care of the additional needs?
The answer is "No."

SHORTCOMINGS OF CIVILIAN
DEFENSE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, the latest storm has many
lessons for us if we choose to learn from
the damage it has caused and the emer-
gencies it has created.

Communities and whole areas have
been deprived of heat, light, cooking, and
refrigeration facilities owing to power
failures. Great hardship and some
deaths have resulted from the storm'’s




5072

damage. Secondary roads have been
blocked and some people left in cold,
darkness, and want. Towns have been
isolated, and telephone wires are knocked
out: hospitals and homes for the aged
and indigent were without heat and
light for hour after hour, making proper
medical care an impossibility, Many
private homes were similarly affected, in-
cluding homes with sick children. The
whole situation added up to a major
civilian emergency, and the most severely
hit areas were those bordering on the
Nation’s Capital.

The harsh fact, Mr. President, is that
we are horribly unprepared to cope with
anything like a real emergency on the
civilian front. If a spring snowstorm
can wreak such havoe, Senators can
imagine the devastation of an enemy
missile attack.

Obviously if we had a plan, a system,
and an operation worthy of the name of
civilian defense, the organization would
be able to move in quickly in situations
such as the recent storms. Instead, 10
inches of snow leaves our communities
prostrate.

It seems fo me, Mr. President, it is an
offense against the public welfare for
hospitals and homes for the aged and
Jindigent to be without standby power
facilities. Certainly if war should come
to our shores, we could count on power=-
plants being prime targets. In such a
contingency, whole communities and re-
gional areas would be left crippled and
helpless without emergency power units.
Another vital need is for police organiza-
tions to have standby power to keep their
field units operative.

In 1954 we saw the crisis which was
created by Hurricane Hazel. That heavy
blow from nature on the rampage re-
vealed the glaring weaknesses in our
homefront situation. Of course, there
were many examples of individual hero-
ism, and people everywhere responded
magnificently to the hurricane’s chal-
lenge. The fact remains, however, that
Hurricane Hazel showed that we had not
developed an overall efficient plan to
cope with such emergencies, and we have
not profited from that costly lesson of
4 years ago.

One of the most glaring deficiencies
of the Eisenhower administration is the
way it has made civilian defense an
abused stepchild of the Federal family.
It would be hard to find anywhere a
group of people with poorer morale than
the employees of the Civilian Defense
Administration, through no fault of
their own.

In a big emergency, are we to evacuate
the civilian centers or take to the shel-
ters? Where are the shelters, and when
will we have them if that is the present
thinking? Is there a shelter plan; what
is the starting date of construction; what
is the target date for completion; and,
how does it all mesh with our military
defense plans?

Earlier this year I called for a dispersal
of the United States Government agen-
cies away from Washington. At that
time I called for moving the Capitol to
some less vulnerable place than Wash=
ington. True, it might not be necessary
to move the Congress itself until such
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time as enemy attack or invasion might
absolutely require that Congress, and
even the President, vacate Washington.

But we eannot wait until the enemy
actually attacks to disperse our Govern-
ment agencies. We can get out from
under a snowstorm, a hurricane, and
other natural disasters which exist for
only a brief period. But I shudder to
think of what would happen to civilian
and military operations if the enemy were
to strike the existing concentration of
Government facilities now crowded into
the metropolitan Washington area. Itis
time for serious thought to be given to
dispersing the Government to the more
remote and widespread areas of the
Nation,

I am wondering, Mr. President, if the
reason we do not have a well rounded,
intelligent, realistic civilian-defense
program is that there has been a studied
effort to sugarcoat the real dangers in-
herent in the present world situation.

It makes no sense to be spending $40
billion a year on armament on the one
hand and, on the other, failing to pro-
duce an adequate, workable, ready-to-go
civilian-defense plan. If one is justi-
fied—and there is no denying it—the
other is needed today. It was needed
yesterday.

In the next war—and heaven forbid
that it should come—Main Street will be
the frontline. Are we to assume that
those charged with our national de-
fense regard our civilian population as
expendable?

Our unpreparedness to cope with a
homefront emergency cries for corrective
action. Such action cannot come a day
too soon.

FORTHCOMING 80TH BIRTHDAY
CELEBRATION OF FORMER SENA-
TOR HERBERT H. LEHMAN, OF
NEW YORK

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
one of the greatest of Senators in our
era will celebrate his 80th birthday on
March 28, 1958, an occasion when many
of his friends expect to be with him in
New York for that event.

I refer to Herbert H. Lehman, illustri-
ous statesman in our Nation and in the
world, who retired voluntarily in Janu-
ary of 1957, after an outstanding career
in his own State, in world affairs, and in
the United States Senate.

I know of no person of today who so
aptly fits the description which his
friend, President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, once applied to Senator
George W. Norris, of Nebraska—*‘old in
years but young in heart.” This applies
to Herbert Lehman, too. He may be ap-
proaching the beginning of his ninth
decade, but he sees the world’s problems
with vision, enlightenment, and bold
spirit. I well remember the day in Jan-
uary of 1955, when he prophetically
warned us younger liberals in the Senate
that we could not postpone the active
consideration of civil-rights legislation
in the name of party harmony. Herbert
Lehman was alone that day, but he was
right and all the rest of us were wrong.

Despite his proximity to 80, Herbert
Lehman was never more active or promi-
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nent. He has just settled successfully a
strike of garment workers in his native
community of New York. He is still
crusading for legislation in the realm of
human rights and civil liberties. He is
honorary chairman of the committee
heralding the 10th anniversary of a
cause close to his heart and emotions—
the establishment of that outpost of de-
mocracy and culture in the Middle East,
the Republic of Israel.

Mr. President, I believe the finest trib-
ute to this genuine statesman, and to his
gracious wife, Edith, is to ask unani-
mous consent to print in the body of the
REecorp a splendid article entitled “Leh-
man at 80: Young Elder Statesman,”
which was written by the distinguished
writer, Miss Barbara Ward, and ap-
peared in the New York Times Sunday
magazine for March 23, 1958.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

LEEMAN AT 80: Younc ELDER STATESMAN

(By Barbara Ward)

These are times that are in urgent need
of wisdom. Revolutionary upheaval abroad,
political uncertainty and economic stag-
nation at home, and everywhere a sense of
pressure and personal foreboding make us
anxious, as we have rarely been before, to
be given some clues through the labyrinth,
to see some possibility of effective thought
and action in our troubled age.

For this reason there are signs of a new
respect for the volce of experience. People
are more ready to admit that there may be
something to learn from history. Biogra-
phies of the best political leaders become
best sellers. And men who have left the
arena of public affairs are more likely to be
consulted and respected as elder states-
men than left to political oblivion.

Certainly in the case of Herbert Lehman,
who celebrates his 80th birthday this
Friday, the decision to retire from public
affairs—which he took in 1956—has not been
followed by much lessening in public in-
fluence. He is active in the highest coun-
cils of the Demoecratic Party; he works on
such influential private bodies as the Fund
for the Republic; he is involved in myriad
activities for the Jewish community. His
successful mediation in the recent garment
workers’ strike is only one of a multitude of
public responsibilities which come to him,
largely unsought, in his role as one of the
most eminent of America's retired leaders.
He may have withdrawn from public affairs,
but they show little sign of withdrawing
from him.

One reason for this is, of coursc, that few
careers could have prepared a man more fit-
tingly for the part of elder statesman. He
alone in the last 100 years has occupied all
the highest elective posts in New York State,
the most populous and powerful State in
the Union. Twice elected lieutenant gov-
ernor, four times governor, and twice chosen
for the Senate, he has a record that in itself
would stamp him as a uniquely successful
public servant. Yet before he ever entered
politics—which he did in support of Al
Smith's campalgn in 1928—he had already
made a career for himself in private banking
which would have satisfled the ambitions of
most of his contemporaries. And for good
measure, during his 3 years as Director Gen-
eral of the United Nations Rellef and Reha-
bilitation Administration (UNRRA), he
brought into being and directed the largest
working international program the world has
ever known,

Here, then, is a career that has had the
widest possible scope. Private business,
State and Federal politics, the new field of
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international administration—there is vir-
tually no area of public or private affairs of
which Herbert Lehman has not had some
direct experience. In fact, if one Lad de-
cided to invent a life most likely to lead to
the achievement of elder statesmanship, it
would have been difficult to devise anything
more suitable or complete.

Yet “the Governor,” as he is still affec-
tionately known to millions of New Yorkers,
does not conform too well to the idea most
of us hold of an elder statesman—one whom
we tend to see sitting calmly in some well-
upholstered library, or on a park bench,
watching the world go by, recalling benevo-
lently the events of earlier years and letting
fall the analogies and comparisons which
mature experience draws from them. If this
is the arche-~type of an elder statesman, then
the Governor is something else again.

Few people of his years look back less.
Few minds seem so eager to attack the prob-
lems of today and to look to the possible
lines of policy for tomorrow. If past events
are recalled, it is simply to illustrate some
contemporary comment. Nor is that com-
ment likely to be remarkable chlefly for-its
detachment and perspective. Herbert Leh-
man 1s not detached when it comes to the
struggles of our day; he is still in there fight-
ing. It is not so much age and maturity
that strike you; it is a mind and a vigor that
refuse to grow old.

If you talk to him these days, his first
concern is our current crisis—the crisis of
economic stagnation in America, the leader-
less drifting of the free nations abroad. He
attacks strongly the choice he believes the
administration is trying to make between
guns and butter, between security and
welfare.

“Why can’t we realize,” he says, “that the
answer to both problems lies in our ability
to grow? Here we are in a recession. I
don't think it will be on the scale of 1929.
On the other hand, I do not think the Presi-
dent was right in suggesting an upturn this

. spring. But why, why do we permit a falling
off in preduction at all? We need a great
reservoir of strength with which to counter
the Russians, and certainly we are not going
to build one by allowing production to de-
cline.

“The only sane way to look at our economy
is on the basis of need. We need defense—
but we need education, housing, and health
expenditures fully as much. Yet the admin-
istration seems not to realize that it is pre-
cisely by budgeting for our basic needs that
the Government can play its part in stimulat-
ing our economy to steady expansion. To
talk of what we can afford makes no sense
at all since by deciding not to afford, say,
schools or houses, we help to perpetuate the
recession and so deprive ourselves of the re-
sources with which to build those schools and
houses.

“What we need today is a great surge of
growth linked to basic need. What the ad-
ministration offers is a further cutting
down on genuine soclal 1 ities, and h
a continuing recession. It comes down to
this: If our economy grows at a steady pace,
the yearly expansion in our productive re-
sources will take care of both guns and but-
ter. But cutting back induces recession, re-
cession is used as an argument for further
cutting back and before we know where we
are, the Russians will be out ahead. This is
budgetary nonsense.”

The Governor would like to see the same
dynamic concept of linking growth to gen-
uine need introduced into the Free World's
international relations. His experience in
UNRRA taught him what it means to give
people the basic hope of livelilhood. UNRRA
was not simply an exercise in relief; it was a
vast adventure in recovery and reconstrucs
tion. It rebulilt roads, restocked railways, re-
paired harbors, brought in the machinery and
set people to work once more, Wherever it
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operated, on elther side of what was then by
no means so iron a curtain, it brought hope,
made friends for America, and underlined the
solidarity of the human family. As one old
peasant woman told Herbert Lehman: “For
us, UNRRA is a holy word."”

Since that effort of recovery proved pos-
sible then, and since its principles were
vindicated all over again in the Marshall
plan, why cannot the Free World adopt the
program of joint action for international
growth as a lasting principle of its di-
plomacy?

“We laid the foundations of the future,”
says Governor Lehman. “We gave back
hope. Today, foreign aid on a lasting basis
and almed at basic growth could do the
same, I have again and again urged such a
policy to bring a measure of stability to the
Middle East. A regional development scheme
for the whole area might make a new ap-
proach possible to the problem of achieving
a peaceful settlement. - At least, it is hard to
see any line of advance without one,

“And in general, we cannot hope to meet
the Russians’ new entry into the field of
forelgn aid wunless we have sustained,
thought-through and generally accepted
policies of our own. Above all, we must
find some bedrock for our efforts in the
genuine needs of the peoples in less devel-
oped areas. If we aim at them, we can do
what UNRRA did—we can re-create hope.”

You do not need to talk long with Herbert
Lehman to discover how central to all his
thinking is this sense of people and their
needs. The core of his faith in the Demo-
cratic Party is his belief that it has defended
and will defend the interests of ordinary
men and women who have neither the
wealth nor the influence nor the confidence
fully to defend themselves. It explains the
contemporary emphasis in his thinking, for
whatever else may change, the needs,
troubles and disabilities of ordinary men
and women have a habit of remaining con-
stant.

This is the spur that keeps the Governor
from relaxing among his years and honors.
This is, in a sense, his whole philosophy of
government, the central theme of his politi-
cal activity, the settled conviction of his
mature experience. He would probably not
claim a very elaborate or a highly intellec-
tualized approach to public affalrs; for him
the issue is much more direct. He sees poli-
tics as the field of activity where some men
struggle to benefit themselves and their own
interests, and where other men must, if
there is to be any public good, work for
those who cannot help themselves. The
conviction that he himself must belong to
the second group goes back to the earliest
and deepest experiences of his life.

His parents came to America to escape the
restrictions placed on the liberal Jewish
community of Germany. In spite of the
wealth and success that later crowned this
migration, his family did not forget the
precariousness of their freedom. The chil-
dren were raised to treasure the rights of
ordinary citizens and to react sharply against
the threat of abridgements to any group.
“We were rebels by necessity,” the Governor
recalls,

Even so, the security of material wealth
might have lulled this sensitiveness had not
Herbert Lehman’s father and one of his early
teachers, Frank Irwin, taken him, as a grow-
ing boy, to confront the reality of misery
and poverty and dirt in New York’'s slums
and tenements. The image of hopeless need
was fixed in his adolescent imagination.
Maturity only confirmed his commitment to
alleviating, by all action within his power—
private, philanthropic, public, political—the
miseries and burdens laid on shoulders too
weak to raise the load themselves.

In 1928, the sense of how much could be
accomplished by direct political action led
him to give up a highly successful banking

5073

career at the top of the boom when the pos-
sibilities of piling fortune upon fortune ap-
peared endless. Today, 30 years later—30
years of unremitting work for the social
needs of ordinary men and women—the
Governor’s heavy mail testifies to people's
belief that time has not abated his concern.

Herbert Lehman is thus a profoundly pop-
ular political figure—popular in the sense of
finding his deepest political satisfaction in
work for the mass of the people. Yet there
are many shades of meaning to the word
“popular” which do not suit the Governor in
the least degree. “Popular” has been used
to describe the demagog, who carves his
own way to office.

This is not Herbert Lehman’s type of pop-
ularity, His speeches are simple, almost
austere., They aim very little at emotion.
They use logle. They are loaded with facts.
Rational conviction, not emotional sway, is
what they seek. People are often at a loss,
after listening to a steady, almost pedestrian
address, to account for the Governor's pro-
found impact. The reason is that it is an
impact of quiet conviction, never a swamp-
ing of judgment in swelling periods that
raise the roof and extinguish the mind.

Nor has the Governor been popular in
the sense of allowing the popular mood of
the moment to guide his own decisions. In
a declsive test during the McCarthy hys-
terla—a test held on the eve of a crucial
senatorial contest—Herbert Lehman voted
against a crude piece of anti-Communist
legislation. “I will not betray the people of
my State,” he said, “in order to cater to the
mistaken impression some of them hold. * * *,
My conscience will be easier, though I realize
my political prospects may be more difficult.
I shall cast my vote for the liberties of our
people.”

In short, the Governor's concern for the
people’s needs is not a politician’s maneuver
to secure power. It is not a pandering to
the popular mood of the moment. It springs
from profound convictions about the nature
and dignity of man which were as evident
when his career began as they are today.
The Governor had no need to discover prin-
ciples after having first made a political
name for himself. The principles came first
and guided all the rest.

In a recent speech the Governor said: “I
believe that what is mainly lacking from the
spirit of these times * * * is a true sense
of purpose and direction. We do not really
know where we are going or why. The pro-
tection of the status quo has become a ma-
Jor public force and motive. * * * Theoreti-
cally the public favors some changes at home
and abroad, but is generally unwilling to
exert real effort, make any real sacrifice, or
take any real risks to bring such changes
about.”

Those who have had in any measure the
joy of knowing him, as the years have un-
folded his profoundly rich and rewarding
career, will be tempted on his B0th birthday
to take up the Book of Wisdom and read
there once again the description of the just
man: “He shall show forth the discipline he
hath learnt and shall glory in the law of the
covenant of the Lord. Many shall praise his
wisdom and it shall not be forgotten. And
the memory of him shall not depart from
the earth.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
join my colleague from Oregon in his
tribute to former Senator Lehman., The
article he has asked to have printed in
the REcorp carries words of wisdom for
our people and our Government, in our
current economic crises. Herbert Leh-
man’'s answer is to reject the choice that
the administration seems to be placing

between butter and guns or security and
welfare. The great question confront-
ing this Congress, according to former
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Senator Lehman, is “Why do we permit
a falling-off in production at all?” In
the words of Herbert Lehman:

We need a great reservoir of strength with
which to counter the Russians, and cer-
tainly we are not going to build one by al-
lowing production to decline. The only
sure way * * *. What we need today is a
great surge of growth linked to basic need.
What the administration offers is a further
cutting down on genuine soclal necessities,
and hence a continuing recession * * *
cutting back induces recession, recession is
used as an argument for further cutting
back and before we know where we are, the
Russians will be out ahead. This is budg-
etary nonsense.

PROPOSED FEDERAL TRADE COM-
MISSION JURISDICTION TO PRE-
VENT MONOPOLISTIC ACTS IN
MEAT AND MEAT-PRODUCTS
COMMERCE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to refer,
at the beginning of the Senate session
tomorrow, Senate bill 1356, Calendar No.
706, the meatpackers bill, to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and
the Committee on the Judiciary, with
instructions that Senate bill 1356 be re-
ported to the Senate not later than Mon-
day, April 21, 1958.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoBs-
1ITZELL in the chair). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the Senator from
Texas?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I rise only to
ask for clarification. As I understand,
the request implies, of course, that modi-
fications may be made in the bill be-
fore it is reported.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry would
be perfectly within its rights in mak-
ing any suggestions it desired to make.
Even if it were to adopt the amendment
of the Senator from Illinois, I would not
object, because I am confident we could
defeat it on the floor.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and prob-
ably I shall not objeet—I want it under-
stood that, in connection with the re-
quest, there is no waiver whatsoever of
jurisdiction on the part of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I shall give
the Senator publicly the assurance which
I gave him in private.

Mr. WATKINS. While the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry may wish to
make suggestions, the bill which the
Committee on the Judiciary reported will
also still be before the Senate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. A new bill may bhe
reported.

Mr, WATKINS. But the other bill will
still be before the Senate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It will not be on the
calendar if it is referred. It will have
to be reported from either the Committee
on the Judiciary or the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. The purpose
of referring the bill to the two commit-
tees is to permit them to study it and see
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if they have any amendments or sugges-
tions to offer, in the hope that the two
committees may get together.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
cannot hear what is being said.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest that the majority leader repeat
what he just said.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
reserve the right to object until I have
heard what is going on. This is a pri-
vate conversation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I assume
that the purpose of referring the bill to
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry is to permit the Committee on Ag-
riculture and Forestry to sit down with
the Committee on the Judiciary and at-
tempt to find an area of agreement.

I thought I had cleared the proposed
agreement with the Senator from Illi-
nois, the Senator from Utah, and the
Senator from Wyoming. What will oc-
cur when the two committees get to-
gether, I am unable to predict. I assume
that if they could get together and
amend the bill, it would be reported to
the Senate and placed upon the calen-
dar, and the Senate would give it prompt
consideration. If the committees did
not amend the bill, I assume that the
Committee on the Judiciary could re-
port the bill to the Senate, and that it
could be taken up again on motion.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
suggest that the agreement be altered
by inserting at the proper place, where
the proposed agreement now calls for a
report by the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry by the 21st of April, lan-
guage requiring a report by the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry with its
recommendation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am glad
to accept that modification, if it is satis-
factory to the Senator from Utah and
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
heard the statement of the majority
leader that the purpose was to allow the
two committees to meet jointly and con-
sider the bill. With that understanding,
and in the light of the statement just
made, I have no objection.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, be-
fore an agreement is entered into——

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Wy-
oming.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. 1 wish to make a
further suggestion, namely, that the
unanimous-consent agreement be effec-
tive at the end of the morning hour, be-
cause I wish tomorrow's morning hour
to be free to any Member of the Senate
who may wish to make some comment
on the measure before it goes to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
The Senator from Illinois nods in the
affirmative. Is that agreeable?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. OMAHONEY. If that is agree-
able to the majority leader, we have an
agreement.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. How does
the Senator from Wyoming desire to
again modify the request?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have the agree-
ment in my hand, and I shall indicate the
modification.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, as I
understand the unanimous consent
agreement, the bill was to be reported
after tomorrow’s morning hour.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. Letme read
the proposed unanimous consent agree-
ment:

I ask unanimous consent to refer, at the
beginning of the Senate session tomorrow—

I would like to change that to read— -

effective at the end of the morning hour to-
morrow—

I continue to read the agreement:
S. 1356, Calendar No, 706, the meatpackers
bill, to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry and the Committee on the Judiciary,
with instructions that Senate bill 1356 be
reported back to the Senate Calendar—

I would insert here:

With the recommendations of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry—

I continue toread:
not later than Monday, April 21, 1958,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I will accept
that modification, although it is not nec-
essary to have it incorporated. Any
Senator has the privilege to talk on any
subject during the morning hour. How-
ever, if it pleases any Senator to have
that modification added, I accept it. I
hope the Chair will put the question.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wish to make it
clear that I am not making this request
out of idle motives nor out of any fear
that the Senate is not ready to pass, but
out of a spirit of fairness. There are
Members of the Senate who are not pres-
ent who have indicated to me that they
desire to make some comments on the
floor in support of the bill, but I am will-
ing to have the participation of the mem-
bers of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent
agreement as modified?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Inasmuch as S.
1356 is the pending business of the Sen-
ate, Mr. President, I should like to ask
unanimous consent to have included, at
the conclusion of my brief remarks, a let-
ter received from Mr. G. F. Chambers,
president of Cascade Meats, Inc., Salem,
Oreg., and a wire from Mr. H. Leland Ja-~
cobsmuhlen of the Arrow Meat Co., For-
est Grove, Oreg. Mr. Chambers and Mr.
Jacobsmuhlen represent independent
meatpacking firms with well-established
businesses, serving the retailers of their
respective local areas. As small-business
people, they see in S, 1356 a measure that
will restore to the Federal Trade Com-
mission the authority to prevent unfair
competition in the merchandising of all
products sold by meatpackers.

The desire to block what is called un-
fair competition has brought into the
ranks of this bill's supporters such or-
ganizations as the National Candy
Wholesalers Association and the National
Retail Dry Goods Association. This was
emphasized to me when the National
Candy Wholesalers Association held its
meeting a few days ago in Washington.
One of its officers, Ralph Jones. of
La Grande, Oreg., a constituent of mine
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who operates a wholesale business serv-
ing retailers in the Blue Mountain area,
came to my office to stress that, among
bills of great concern to the small-busi-
ness men comprising this association,
there was strong support for the O'Ma-
honey-Watkins bill. These candy whole-
salers are small-business men who deal
with other small-business men. In com-
mon with the independent packing firms,
they believe that all firms serving the
food industry should be under the same
laws and the same enforcement. That
enforcement, they believe, logically be-
longs under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, in view of the Commission's ex-
perience in dealing with unfair practices
and the body of court decisions support-
ing their opinions.

They are especially concerned that
there are those outside the meatpacking
industry, who, by the device of acquiring
a minor interest in a meatpacking plant,
may escape regulation by the FTC.

The opinion of my constituents is en-
tirely understandable, when one looks
at the record of enforcement under the
Packers and Stockyards Act. As brought
out in the hearings last summer, the
division supposed to enforce the law con-
sists of only three people; two agricul-
tural marketing specialists and one sten-
ographer. For the past 19 years, the re-
port on the bill brings out, not a single
cease-and-desist order dealing with mo-
nopolistic practices by packers has been
issued. Furthermore, it is revealed, that
the Department of Agriculture has not
sought appropriations for this purpose,

There being no objection, the letter
and telegram were ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

CASCADE MEATS, INC.,
Salem, Oreg., February 12, 1958.
Senator RicHArRD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: It is our under-
standing that within the next few weeks,
Benate bill 8. 1356 by Senators O'MAHONEY
and Watemns, will be brought to the floor of
the Senate. We wish to reiterate our inter-
est in the passage of this bill—as amended
by Senator Youmc—and urge your support.

This bill will retain in the Department of
Agriculture exclusive jurisdiction over live-
stock transactions in interstate commerce,
but will restore to the Federal Trade Com-
mission jurisdiction to prevent unfair compe-
tition in the merchandising of all products
sold by meatpackers.

Recently the Department of Agriculture
has made some gestures indicating their will-
ingness to attempt more rigid enforcement
under title II of the Packers and Stockyards
Act, but past performances—no cease-and-
desist orders since 1938—would show that
vigorous enforcement would be much more
likely under a proven enforcement agency
such as the Federal Trade Commission. The
latter agency has a trained staff and would
actively investigate any complaints filed.

May we count on your support?

Yours very truly,
G. F. CHAMBERS,
President,

Forest GROVE, OREG.,
February 19, 1958.
Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:
For the welfare and growth of a strong
independent meatpacking industry on the
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Pacific coast, I strongly urge you to support
O'Mahoney-Watkins bill, S. 1356.

ArrROwW MEeaT Co.

H. LELAND JACOBSMUHLEN.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
desire to call the attention of the Senate
to the Economic Indicators for March
1958, which became available this morn-
ing.

The document, which is published
monthly by the Government Printing
Office, now has a circulation of 6,500
copies every month. Public Law 120,
81st Congress, lst session, authorized
the publication of this document. That
was 10 years ago. I am told that ap-
proximately $60,000 has been collected
by the Superintendent of Documents
from the sale of the publication. This
year approximately $13,000 were re-
ceived.

MATERIAL COMES FROM PRESIDENT'S ADVISERS

We must bear in mind that all of this
material comes from the Council of
Economic Advisers, the personnel of
which is chosen by the President and
confirmed by the Senate.

The statistics are gathered by expert
members of the staffs of all of the de-
partments which deal in economic sta-
tistics. The Department of Commerce,
the Department of Labor, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Federal Trade
Commission, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System,
the Department of the Treasury, the
Department of Defense, the Bureau of
the Budget, and the staff of the General
Economic Committee, all have a hand in
writing and editing this document.

INDICATOR HAS EARNED $60,000 FOR
GOVERNMENT

Inasmuch as I was the sponsor of
Public Law 120 of the 81st Congress, 1st
session, 10 years ago, which was ap-
proved by the President on June 23, 1949,
I take some satisfaction in the fact that
by the introduction of the bill I have
brought about an income of $60,000 in
the last 10 years to the Superintendent
of Documents.

The reason why I call the attention of
the Senate to this matter now is that I
believe every Member of the Senate
should read the document. It is avail-
able without charge, of course, to Mem-=
bers of Congress.

NATIONAL PRODUCT IS DROPPING

On page 2 there is a table containing
figures showing the gross national prod-
uct or expenditure. The gross national
product represents the total national
output of goods and services, at current
market prices. It measures this output
in terms of the expenditures by which
these goods are acquired for final use
in legal markets.

The gross national product is declin-
ing and has been steadily declining from
about shortly after the first of July 1957.
Personal consumption expenditures are
declining. Government purchases of
goods and services are rising. Gross
private domestic investment is declining.
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This is a fact which every Member of
Congress ought to know,

PERSONAL INCOME IS DECLINING

On page 3 are the figures and tables
showing the national income. I shouid
like to read one sentence from the top
of this page:

Compensation of employees was $1.7 bil-
lion (seasonally adjusted annual rate) lower

in the fourth quarter than in the third
quarter of 1957,

On page 4 are shown sources of per-
sonal income. This table shows that the
total personal income is declining, and
that labor income is declining.

The sentence which introduces this
material on page 4 reads:

Personal Income in February was at sea-
sonably adjusted annual rate of $342 bil-
lion, about §2 billion lower than in January.
Wages and salaries dropped more than $2
billlon; other types of income changed little.

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAXES WILL DROP

In this connection I say that in the
President’s budget, on page 884, the Pres-
ident, through his experts in the Bureau
of the Budget, estimated that individual
income taxes would be increased by $1,-
300,000,000 in the next year. Instead of
an increase of $1,300,000,000, the drop, as
is attested to by the Council of Economic
Advisers, is a drop of $2 billion.

CORPORATE PROFITS ARE DOWN

There are several other items in the
document to which attention should pe
drawn, I wish to read the following
sentence from the top of page 8:

Corporate profits in the third quarter of
1957 were slightly lower than profits in the
second quarter. Profits before taxes were $1
billion (seasonally adjusted annual rate)
higher and profits after taxes $0.5 billion
higher than in the third quarter of 1956.

It will be observed that these figures
are a comparison of the third quarter of
1957 with the second quarter. While
this document was in preparation, the
First National-City Bank of New York
made its own report, in its economic let-
ter for March, that some 610 corpora-
tions had reported a net income 16 per-
cent lower in the fourth quarter of 1957
than in the third quarter.

Using this report as an indicator, and
referring to the advices I have received
from the staff of the Joint Economic
Committee, I can say without hesitation
that the trend of corporate profits is
down.

FRIVATE INVESTMENT HAS FALLEN

On page 9, the chart and the figures
show the gross private domestic invest-
ment trend is downward. The introduc-
tory sentences read as follows:

Gross private domestic investment fell $5.2
billion (seasonally adjusted annual rate) in
the fourth quarter of 1957. The reduction
in inventories accounted for most of the
decline.

PLANT EXPENDITURES ARE DOWN

On page 10, a decline is shown in ex-
penditures for new plant and equipment.
Total expendifures for 1957 were run-
ning at a total of $36.9 billion. For the
2 months of January and February 1957,
they had fallen to an estimated level of
$32.07 billion., That is a decline of over
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$4 billion. To reverse this trend, we can=
not depend upon any recovery in March
or April or May.

UNEMPLOYMENT IS INCREASING

Those who are interested in employ-
ment should turn to page 11. The status
of the labor force is described in the fol~
lowing words:

Unemployment increased to 5.2 million in
February, as employment declined further
and as women and young persons entered
the labor market.

State programs for the insurance of
unemployed persons constituted only 2.9
percent, in 1952, of those covered by em-
ployment insurance and collecting the
same, whereas the estimate for Febru-
ary 1958, is 7.6 percent. More than that,
in 1952, 1,064,000 persons were covered
by all unemployment insurance pro-
grams. The number estimated for Feb-~
ruary 1957 is 3,375,000.

PRICES RISE THOUGH ECONOMIC TREND IS

DOWNWARD

Nonagricultural employment is down.
The average weekly hours of labor is
down. The average weekly earnings are
down. Industrial production has
dropped approximately 16 points on the
1947-49 index. New construction is
down. Sales and inventories in manu-
facturing and trade also show the cus-
tomary downward trend, as do both ex-
ports and imports of merchandise.

On the other hand—and this is
worthy of noting—prices are up. The
graphs and tables on consumer prices
are to be found on page 23, Using prices
for 1947 through 1949 as an index of 100,
prices have been rising month by month
through 1957, closing in November and
December at 121.6. The only month
from 1958 reported in this document is
January, and that shows another in-
crease, to 122.3. I am advised by the
staff that the index for February is also
up.

Food and rent are conspicuous items
in the increase, and this is also the case
with respect to transportation and medi-
cal care.

CALLS FOR REVISION OF FIGURES ON ECONOMY

In conclusion, let me say that in my
opinion the Bureau of the Budget faces
the unavoidable duty to revise the figures
which were submitted to us in January.
Increased expenditures for mutual secu-
rity now being asked by the President
above the levels of the January budget
make it essential that the Congress be
given the plain facts about the economy.
Reduction of taxes is not a cure of the
economic disease from which we suffer.
It is only a plaster, except in certain
areas, as, for example, excise taxes on
automobiles and other commodities
which are not now selling.

INCREASED PRODUCTION BEGETS HIGHER BUDGET
RECEIPTS

What the country needs most of all is
a program to increase budget receipts by
increasing production. Congress and
the Executive must find the ways and
means by which to stimulate the devel-
opment of natural resources which will
produce more products and, inevitably,
highgr budget receipts for the Govern-
ment.
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The Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs is now holding a series of
hearings on the development of domestic
mineral resources. It should be remem-
bered by the makers of the budget and
by the whole executive branch of the
Government, including the White House,
that mineral lands are subject to leasing
under a royalty system which increases
the income of the Government of the
United States. Here is an opportunity
where we can produce some of the rev-
enue which the Government needs.

REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
a totalitarian state, the coin of the
realm is the order of the dictator.

In our democracy, however, defense
strength can only come from economic
strength. Z ;

More than 84 cents of every tax dollar
now levied against the American citizen
by the Congress goes to pay for past or
possible future wars.

Over 60 cents of that tax dollar is for
current national defense.

Bending under those taxes, our peo-
ple nevertheless are willing to pay them.
They believe their country can spend
as much to defend its freedoms as any
other country can spend to destroy those
freedoms.

They see no logic being the richest in
the graveyard.

They want strength—spiritual, eco-
nomic, and physical strength.

Above all, they desire to maintain
their liberty, and are willing and anxious
to make any necessary sacrifice to that
end.

In turn, the citizen has the right to
demand of his Government maximum
defense at minimum cost.

It is now generally recognized that the
structure of the Defense Department of
the United States, based on the way it
is set up under the National Security
Act of 1947, as amended, is one of the
most inefficient organizations ever cre-
ated.

During the almost eleven years the
present National Security Act has been
in operation, the American people have
paid out nearly three hundred and fifty
billion dollars for defense support; the
American Military Establishment suf-
fered its greatest defeat to an outside
power at the Chosen Reservoir; and,
whereas 10 years ago the military
strength of this country was supreme
everywhere, on the sea, under the sea,
on the ground, and in the air, as of today
we have certainly lost our lead to the
Communists in 2 of those categories—
and, unless our policies are sharply re-
vised, will lose it shortly in a third.

President Eisenhower, talking in the
field in which he had had most of his
experience, said in his annual address
to the Congress last January 9:

Recently I have had under special study
the never-ending problem of efficient organi-
zation, complicated as it is by new weapons.
Soon my own conclusions will be finalized.
I shall promptly take such executive action
as is necessary and, in a separs.te message,
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I shall present appropriate recommendations
to the Congress.

* * * A major purpose of military organ-
ization is to achieve real unity in the Defense
Establishment in all the principal features
of military activity. Of all these one of the
most important to our Nation’s security is
strategic planning and control. This work
must be done under unified direction.

That statement was very gratifying.
As Assistant Secretary of War, under the
instructions of President Truman and
Secretary of War Patterson, and with
the advice of the then Chief of Staff of
the Army, General Eisenhower, I tried to
monitor through Congress the unifica-
tion bill which was wanted by all at that
time; and therefore know as well as most
the degree of the failure in what finally
became law.

Also, I know what the results of this
failure have meant to the security and
prosperity of the United States.

Many able and dedicated persons be-
lieved at that time that it was best the
proposed new head of the proposed new
Defense Department should have but
feeble control over the administrative
reins, bound in by detailed legislative
restriction.

So despite our now having spent these
hundreds of billions of dollars, so much
has been and is being wasted that the
Nation now realizes it has become
alarmingly weak vis-a-vis the great and
growing military strength of the Com-
munist conspiracy.

I still have confidence in Secretary
McElroy. I am glad he is coming %o
Congress soon with a reorganization -
proposal for the Department of Defense,
in an effort to operate efficiently the
current administrative maze which is
the Pentagon.

Scores of prominent private citizens
have been working on this matter over
these “10 years of waste”—those on the
Hoover Commission of 1949, on the
Rockefeller Commission incident to Re-
organization Plan 6 of 1953, and on the
current studies now being conducted by
the advisory group which was asked to
assist by Secretary McElroy and the
President. These people know well that
communism can ultimately destroy us
economically as well as militarily.

Mr. President, unless this time the
structure of the Defense Department is
reorganized to represent progress in-
stead of continuing to represent tradi-
tion, our position will become very seri-
ous indeed.

The strength of this country is the
only strength left in the Free World
which can challenge the aggression of
communism. If we go down, the world
will belong to the Communists.

Therefore, we must get strong and
stay strong. At the same time, we can-
not afford to continue to waste whole-
sale the taxpayers’ money.

We can, and must, take whatever
steps necessary to preserve our freedom
and prosperity by establishing plans for
maximum defense at minimum cost.

Mr, President, in this connection I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REecorp an editorial
entitled “Shaking Up the Pentagon,”
published in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
of January 31, 1958.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

SHAKING UP THE PENTAGON

One of the most urgent issues before the
administration, the Congress, and the Penta-
gon is the reorganization of the Nation's
defense machinery. The need for it has been
overwhelmingly attested; but there is strong
opposition in the services and in Congress.

It is encouraging to learn that the admin-
istration’s preliminary reorganization plan-
ning includes greatly increased power for the
Secretary of Defense. As President Eisen-
hower has firmly committed himself to seeing
through the reorganization, it can be as-
sumed that he himself is pushing this point.
He is also the general who told the West
Point cadets in June 1945, that “all forces
must work as a unit” and that “if I had my
way they would all be in the same uniform.”

But just what does greatly increased
power for the Secretary mean? The Joint
Chiefs of Staff as a system have long been
under fire and radical changes therein have
been suggested by the Rockefeller report and
by reliable witnesses before Congress. On
the other hand, Secretary of Defense Neil
McElroy, in testimony released this week,
stressed the good job he sald the Joint Chiefs
of Staff were doing in military planning for
short- and long-range emergencles. That is
only a small part of their work. But this
report has led to the expectation in Wash-
ington that there will be no recommendation
for a single unified command. Why should
there not be?

The present system of assigning roles and
missions to the Army, Navy, and Air Force
might well be supplanted with a wunified
command system executing a definite plan of
military strategy in which the test of a serv-
ice role would be only the nature of the task.
That would give some badly needed centrali-
zation.

Capable and dedicated men that the Joint
Chiefs are, they have strong loyalties to their
own services. It goes against human nature
to expect them to serve both as operating
heads of their services, and strategic plan-
ners for their country, as well as to give
unprejudiced opinions on military matters
before the Nation.

As matters now stand the Secretary of De-
fense frequently turns to outside consult-
ants or to advisory committees on major
questions. That is one reason why the De-
partment of Defense, which once had only
0 Assistant Secretaries, now has nearly 50.
Is it any wonder that there is confusion and
rivalry when information has to filter
through such a bureaucracy? Does not such
a system almost insure that the top civilian
echelon many times finds itself dangerously
removed from top operating military men?

It is conceivable that the reorganization
might well approach something like the plan
advanced by Gen. Carl Spaatz, a former Air
Force Chief now retired, who recently pro-
posed:

“The three services should be placed un-
der the control of a single Secretary of De-
fense served by a limited number of
Assistant Secretaries, The civilian depart-
ments of Army, Navy, and Air Force should
be abolished. A military Chlef of Staff with
a small staff of senlor career officers com-
pletely detached from the three services and
a few sclentists and technologists should ad-
vise the Becretary of Defense in matters of
military policy. The services should be
commanded by officers not members of the
staff but answerable to the Secretary.”

The only major problem in giving the
Secretary of Defense a single Chilef of Staff
would be the old fear of the “man on horse=
back.” That has happened In some coun=
tries but is it likely to happen in the United
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States where the Chief of Staff would be
appointed by the President, approved by the
Senate, and bossed by a civillan in the Office
of the Secretary of Defense? If our democ-
racy ever got to the point where it could be
taken over by a Chief of Staff, the chances
are it would be pretty far gone, anyway.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that an editorial
entitled “No Futile Compromise, Mr. Mc-
Elroy,” published in the St. Louis Globe-
Democrat of March 11, 1958, be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

No FuriLe CoMproMISE, Mr. McELROY

Reports seeping out of Washington indi-
cate Secretary of Defense McElroy and his
advisory panel will recommend a wide but
not drastic reorganization of the Pentagon.
Apparently the Secretary will not suggest a
single Chief of Staff, not change the present
Chiefs of Staff setup.

If this proves true, it will be immensely
disappointing to the country. It will ignore
counsel of some of our most hardheaded
military experts.

Much worse, it will leave the Defense Es-
tablishment in a frustrating, sluggish maze.

The result to competent United States
defense planning and operation would be
hobbling and erosive. The present system
has resulted in such intense service rivalries
as to produce a public scandal.

The redtape and indecisiveness, resulting
from lack of firm direction, has hampered
most effective planning. It has elther
caused, or been unable to prevent, duplicat-
ing service programs, all vying for control
of missile development and space rocketry.

The consequence—Russian triumph in
space-missile fields. :

The proposals of the Secretary and his
study panel will be given to the President.
Mr. Eisenhower has shown a desire to put
things right in the Pentagon.

The Nation wants military leadership to
bring about a reorganization of the Defense
Department. Never has a time for major
surgery been more favorable.

If the McElroy program does not strike
at the core of the problem and radically
revise the Chiefs of Stafl system, President
Eisenhower ought to demand such a change.

Probably Mr, Eisenhower is the only man
in the Nation who can achieve an urgently
needed reform of America's military setup.
He has strong views about the danger and
lashups resulting from interservice feuds.
He certainly recalls his own frustrations as
Army Chief of Staff.

It should be elemental in the military that
final decision be made, after consultation
among staff chiefs, by one top commander.
That is true in all echelons—except among
the Chiefs of Staff.

These decisions, on policy, defense strategy,
in all areas, would be subject to approval or
disapproval by a civilian Defense Secretary,
ultimately by the President. There is no
hazard wunder such arrangement of a
Prussian-like general staff, or the “man on
horseback.”

Manifestly, reduction of the top-heavy
Secretary staff and the mushroomed civilian
force in Mr. McElroy’'s office should be made.
Other revisions in functioning could ease
the choked channels. But the Pentagon mess
demands radical change to abandon the
Chiefs of Staff system—slothful, sometimes
obstructionist. This is not time for piddling
compromise or frail palliatives.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent also that an edi-
torial entitled “Elihu Root’s Example,”
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published in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
of March 20, 1958, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ELIHU RooT’'s EXAMPLE

It is disappointing to hear that Secretary
of Defense Neil McElroy has been overtaken
by what seems to be a spirit of lassitude and
resignation carrying with it strong indica-
tions that there will be no basic reorganiza-
tion of the Pentagon. When he took office
last October high hopes were held that he
would master the Pentagon bureaucracy.
Now disturbing reports come from Washing-
ton that the bureaucracy seems to be master-
ing him,

It is Secretary McElroy's job to give this
Natlon the best defense possible. It s not his
Job to defend the national budget, the ad-
ministration, the Republican National Com-
mittee, or the vested interests of the armed
services. Several times he has sald that he
was going to straighten out the Pentagon;
and several times President Eisenhower has
sald that he was behind him in his efforts.

What has to be done has been apparent
for many months. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
system obvlously is not working. Harmful
service rivalries are rife. Milllons of dol-
lars are being wasted. The missiles mess still
exists and is even one of the prime causes
for the controversy over Army, Navy, and Air
Force service roles and missions. Although
the space age is on the threshold, there is no
assurance that even the concepts of strategy
for today are clearly defined.

The whole story in a nutshell is told by
what is said to be happening with Secretary
McElroy’s decislon to increase the military
budget by $1.5 billion next year. After de-
ciding that spending ought to go up by that
amount, the Secretary is reported to have
asked the Joint Chiefs of Staft to develop a
program for the use of the money. They re=
plied that as a body they lacked the techni-
cal resources to chart a detalled program.

Mr. McElroy therefore had to turn to the
three services individually, each of which
does command technical planning resources.
‘What he got from them, however, was not a
single program for spending 1.5 billions in
the way best addressed to overall national
security, but 3 separate programs, each
drafted from a special-interest point of view.
As could have been predicted, the Air Force
program gave the lion's share of the funds
to the Air Force, the Army’s program gave
it to the Army, and the Navy's to the Navy.
This leaves the Secretary just where he was
before.

True enough, the labor of straightening
out the Pentagon is somewhat like that which
confronted Hercules when he undertook to
clean out the Augean stables. But the task is
far from impossible. Elihu Root, like Mr,
McElroy, knew nothing about military affairs
when he was talked into becoming Secretary
of War from 1899 to 1804. Yet, Root put his
mind to the task and, backed by Presidents
McKinley and Roosevelt, brought the mili-
tary managerial revolution to this country.

He broke the power of the squabbling Army
bureau chiefs, established a General Staff, in-
stituted officer schools, and reorganized the
Army thoroughly, As Newton Baker, who be-
came Secretary of War under President Wil-
son, remarked: “Without that contribution
from him, the participation of the United
States In the World War would necessarily
have been a confused, ineffective, and dis=
creditable episode.”

There is no reason why Secretary McElroy
could not go ahead just as Ellhu Root did.
The entire Defense Department needs the
same kind of housecleaning that Elihu Root
gave the War Department at the turn of the
century.
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MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM—
STATEMENT BY SECRETARY OF
STATE JOHN FOSTER DULLES

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, Hon. John Foster Dulles, Sec-
retary of State, appeared before the
Committee on Foreign Relations this
morning to present the mutual security
program as recommended by the Presi-
dent for the fiscal year 1959. Mr.
Dulles made an outstanding statement
to the committee.

Because the mutual security program
will shortly come before the Senate for
consideration, and even though the
statement by Mr. Dulles will appear in
the report of the committee, it seemed
to me to be well worth while to have
his statement printed in the REecorp, so
that every Member of the Senate may
know the administration’s position con-
cerning this very important proposed
legislation.

I ask unanimous consent, therefore,
that the statement made by Secretary of
State Dulles before the Committee on
Foreign Relations this morning in sup-
port of the mutual security program be
printed at this point in the REecorbp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE JOHN FOSTER
DULLES, SECRETARY OF STATE, BEFORE THE
SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE IN
SUPPORT OF THE MUTUAL SECURITY PRO-
GRAM, MaArcH 24, 1958

Mr. Chairman, I appear on behalf of the
mutual-security program as recommended
by the President for the fiscal year 1959,

I. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

“This program is a continuation of tested
security measures that have had their birth
and growth during the postwar years. It
has provided peace, and the opportunity
which flows from a world environment of
healthy societies of frée men. Without this
program our peace would be gravely endan-
gered, and opportunity would disappear as
hostile communism more and more closely
encircled us until we became a beleaguered
garrison state. .

The basic concept of our mutual-security
program is the concept of interdependence.
The free nations, assaulted by Communist
imperialism, must help each other if they
are not to succumb, one by one.

We automatically accept that concept of
interdependence in the case of open war.
During the First World War there were 27
allied and associated powers. We helped
each other, militarily and economically, to
win victory.

During the Second World War 47 natlons
united their full resources, military and eco-
“nomie, in the cause of victory.

Now we are engaged in a cold war. We
ghall not emerge victorlous unless, in this
type of war also, we apply the concept of
interdependence.

The soundness of mutual security is no
longer a theory. It is a proven fact. Until
its principles began to be applied, interna-
tional communism took over nation after
nation. Since the postwar collective-defense
system began to be forged, international
communism has neither taken over, nor sub-
jected to armed attack, any nation which
participated in that system. All members
have contributed to security, and all have
received security.

II. THE SOVIET ECONOMIC-POLITICAL OFFEN=
SIVE

Until a few years ago Communist imperial-

ism relied primarily on a policy of threats,
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bluster, or armed action. Now the Commu-
nist leaders follow a new technique. Where
they formerly treated all free nations as
enemies, they now profess the greatest
friendship toward them—particularly to-
ward those which seek economic develop-
ment.

In pursuing this course—backed with
capital and skilled manpower—they have
made offers of economic help to nations in
all parts of the globe. They and other bloc
nations have already entered into agree-
ments with 16 nonbloc nations for lines of
credit or grants totaling nearly $1,600,000,000
in economic assistance and an additional
$400 billion for military assistance. They
are also engaged in vigorous efforts to in-
crease their trade with nations in all parts
of the Free World,

Mr. KEhrushchev has recently said:

“We declare war upon you—excuse me for
using such an expression—in the peaceful
field of trade. We declare a war we will win
over the United States, The threat to the
United States of America is not the ICBM,
but in the field of peaceful production. We
are relentless in this and it will prove the
superiority of our system.”

That is a warning to be heeded. It means
that while we must, of course, deter war—
whether general nuclear war or limited
war—we must also prevent Communist ab-
sorption or envelopment of free nations by
the more subtle means of economic penetra-
tion and political subversion.

III. DETERRING WAR

First let us consider the problem of de-
terring war. We have treaties with over 40
nations which pledge ald to be given and
received If armed attack occurs. These
promises are important. But there is need
also of military strength-in-being. Our pro-
gram of mutual security has that as one
of its prineipal purposes.

By this program our allles have vastly in-
creased the effectiveness and numbers of
their forces. We have contributed primarily
weapons and material up to about #20 bil-
lion, while nations associated with us in the
collective defense effort have made defense
expenditures totaling $122 billion.

We have galned great reinforcement of
the most powerful deterrent to aggression,
that is our strateglc air force and our naval
might. This great power is heavily depend-
ent on dispersed bases around the world.
These are supplied by many of our allies and
friends as part of their contribution to our
mutual security effort.

Great as this mobile strategic power is,
we cannot be sure that it alone will deter
all - aggression. The Free World must also
have local forces to resist local aggression
and give mobile power the opportunity for
deployment.

Our associates in mutual security are
willing to provide the great bulk of the
needed conventional forces if we will provide
some of the necessary arms and, in certain
countries, some of the economic strength
needed to support their military establish-
ments.

The peace of our country and the peace
of every free nation in the world today
rests In the most literal sense on the com-
bining of the forces of the United States
with the forces of the rest of the Free
World. Together they create an arch on
which rests the safety of our homes and
loved ones. The military assistance and de-
fense support aspects of the mutual security
program are the keystones in which security
arch.

1V, THE DEVELOPMENT NEED

It is not sufficient, as I indicated earlier,
for us to rely solely on miltary defensive
power. To achieve peace and security we
must also counter the Communist efforts to
manipulate for their own ends the intense
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economic aspirations of peoples in newly
independent and less developed nations.

I have heard it sald that we must not
enter into a competition with the Soviet
bloc in this field. My reply is that we are
not entering into a competition with them.,
They are entering into competition with us.
They are attempting to take over and per-
vert for their own uses the normal processes
whereby, historically, nations that are not
yet developed borrow abroad to get their own
capital development under way. For ex-
ample, In our own country’s early history we
borrowed great sums from foreign private
investors with which we started our own
transportation and industrial development.

We favor today the greatest possible par-
ticipation by private capital in the develop-
ment of the less developed areas of the
world. However, the political risks in many
of these countries are greater than private
persons will assume. TUnless there is to be a
lapse in what have been the normal and his-
toric means of developing less developed
countries, our governmental funds must play
a part. Fallure to provide these funds would
place great victorles within the Communist
grasp.

V. THE MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM IN FISCAL

YEAR 1959

If these are the challenges which confront
us, what then must we do to surmount them
and go forward?

An essential part of the answer is in the
President’s proposals now before you.

First, to maintain the peace, we must
maintain the military strength of the Free
World as a deterrent to Communist armed
aggression.

The President has asked $1.8 billion for
military assistance. Of this amount the
great bulk will go to our NATO allies, essen-
tially for modernization and missiles, and
to Aslan countries, such as Korea, Pakistan,
Taiwan, and Iran which are separated from
the full power of the Soviet bloc only by a
border gate or a narrow strait,

The details of this military assistance pro-
gram, and its essential role in support of
our own defense effort, were presented to
this committee last week by representatives
of the Department of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff,

Closely related to our military assistance is
our defense support program, for which the
President has requested $835 milllon.

Defense support is proposed for 12 nations,
Seventy percent intended for four countries:
Eorea, Taiwan, Vietnam, and Turkey.

These 12 nations are collectively providing
3 million armed men in ground, air, and
naval units located at strategic points
around the perimeter of the Communist
bloc. None of the 12 has the economiec
strength to support forces of the size we be-
lieve important to our common defense
without the proposed economic assistance
from us.

The second great purpose of our military
security program is to deal realistically
with the need of the peoples of the newly
developing nations to make economic prog-
ress. We have the instruments for this in
our well-established technical cooperation
program and our newly created development
loan fund.

This year we propose a moderate expan=-
sion in our technical cooperation, primarily
to increase activity in a few countries where
we now have programs and to undertake
new programs in nations which have re-
cently gained Independence. The total re-
quested for this program for 1950 is $142
million.

In addition we are requesting an increased
authorization for the United Nations tech-
nical assistance program, to include par-
ticipation in the important new special
projects fund approved by the last Gen-
eral Assembly, and a continuation of our
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regular program through the Organization of
American States.

Our other vital instrument for promoting
economic development is the development
loan fund. It was recommended to the
Congress last year, upon the basis of nu-
merous public and private studies—particu-
larly the excellent study and report by the
Senate Special Committee on Foreign Ald—
that a loan agency be established which
would make it possible for the United States
to help friendly nations develop their econo-
mies on a basis of self-help and mutual
cooperation.

The Congress appropriated $300 million
for the fund last year and authorized the
appropriation of $625 million for the com-
ing fiscal year. Since the appropriation of
the funds for fiscal year 1959 is already au-
thorized, your committee will not be called
upon to act on the authorization. Never-
theless, I would like to take advantage of
this occasion to make clear my belief that
it is immensely important that the full
amount of these funds be made available as
part of the capital of the development loan
fund. They are as important for the fu-
ture safety of our country as any dollars
appropriated for weapons,

The committee of conference on the au-
thorlzing bill last year recommended that
the fund should in the future be established
as a corporation. This is in accord with the
views of the executive branch and we rec-
ommend to the Congress that this be done,
in a form that will assure that lending by
the fund will be fully coordinated with the
foreign-policy interests of the Department
of State, the mutual-security activities of
the ICA, and the lending of the Export-Im-
port Bank and the International Bank.

For the special assistance program we are
requesting $212 million. This ald is de-
slgned to meet certain important needs
which eannot be met out of the other cate-
gories of aid. These needs include help to
maintain political and economic stability
in certain nations where we do not support
substantial military forces and which are
not therefore eligible for assistance under
defense support. Special assistance is also
designed to support such activities as assist-
ance to West Berlin, to continue the world-
wide malaria eradication program, and for
other important uses.

Perhaps one of our most important needs
is the abillity to respond to new situations
and new.requirements which may arise in
the course of the coming fiscal year. The
President has asked a $200 million contin-
gency fund for needs of this nature.

It would be reckless, in the light of con-
ditions existing in the world today and the
virtual certainty of Communist cold-war
initiatives that we cannot now foresee, to
leave the President without an emergency
fund of at least this size.

Other programs, for which the President
requests in the aggregate $106.6 million, will
be dealt with in detail by subsequent wit-
nesses.

VI. THE UNITED STATES ECONOMIC RECESSION

. I know that many people—members of
this Congress and their constituents—are
concerned about the cost of our mutual-
security program and about what is often
referred to as a “foreign giveaway.” This
is even more true when there is an employ-
ment and business recession here in the
United States and when there is much that
needs to be done here at home.

I think we might all bear in mind three
things:

First, this is no giveaway program but an
absolutely essential part of our great na-
tional effort to maintain peace and oppor-
tunity for our country. Not to have this
program would be a giveaway. We would

then indeed give away to communism the
control of a dozen or so nations with their
hundreds of millions of people. We would
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indeed give away bases essential to our na-
tional peace and security. We would in-
deed give away the access which we and
other nations have to essential resources and
to trade upon which our own well-being
depends.

Becond, unguestionably we all wish for
additional roads, schools, reclamation proj-
ects and other facilities here at home. But
we will gain little and lose much If in our
drive for them we recklessly tear down the
very structure of the Free World which makes
it possible for us to enjoy in peace and free-
dom the material blessings we now have.

Third, although the fundamental purpose
of this program is to provide for the security
of our Nation, our families and ourselves, it
has added value of special significance now:
Its effect is to counter economic recession.
The greatest bulk of our mutual security
funds—over three-fourths—are spent in the
United States in the first instance. As one
ol the studies made for you last year showed,
in 1955 some 600,000 jobs were provided by
the program for American farmers and work-
ers. The remainder, after alding the econ-
omy of one of our allies, returns sooner or
later, and mostly sooner, to be spent in the
United States for the produet of United
States industries and agriculture. To cut
these funds would be to cut employment here
at home—as well as to endanger our
security.

VI. DURATION OF PROGRAM

In conclusion let us consider a question
often asked: “Will this program have to go
on forever?" The answer, I suggest, is this:

I hope and believe that the concept of
collective security is here to stay. Every
civilized community applies that concept
domestically. No longer does each family
stand as the sole protector of their own
home. There is a common contribution to a
collective police force, fire department, sani-
tary department and the like. Only the
soclety of nations has been so backward and
primitive as to go on practicing the obso-
lete security conception of each nation stand-
ing alone. And the result has been a harvest
of recurring wars. : v }

We had hoped that the United Nations
would provide the needed collective security
on a universal basis. In time it may do so.
But the Soviets with their veto power now
block that. And Chairman Bulganin re-
cently told President Eisenhower that the
Sovlet Union would not yield an inch on the
matter of veto power.

But the practice of collective security must
and will go on. Otherwise wars are inevi-
table and freedom is in constant jeopardy.

But even though the concept of collective
security is permanent, that does not mean
that the sums spent on security, be it na-
tional or collective, have to be permanently
at the present level,

We are striving to achieve a limitation of
armaments and to find solutions for the
basic political problems that give rise to
tensions. If the Communists will negotiate
in good faith toward these ends, we believe
that progress can be made which will make
it safe to spend far less on armaments than
is now the case.

As far as economic cooperation is con-
cerned, we can expect that, as political sta-
bility increases, private capital will play a
steadily increasing role. Private capital from
the more industrialized countries has in the
past flowed in substantial quantities to the
less developed areas and can be expected to
do so again,

VII. CONCLUSION

We are living today in an historic era of
great change.

1. There is the march toward independence
of colonial peoples. Since World War II, 20
nations with a population of about 750 mil-
lion people have achieved their independ-
ence. These people, as well as the people of
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other less-developed nations, are determined
that they must and wiil have economic

rogress.

2. There has been the revolutionary, and
reactionary, threat of international com-
munism, It has within little more than a
generation subjected all or major parts of 17
natlons and nearly one billion people to a
new type of dictatorship, the dictatorship of
a harsh materialistic creed. The outward
thrust of that movement has been somewhat
stayed. But the Communist dictators, ex-
ploiting the vast human and material re-
sources they control, still seek to extend
their conquests around the globe.

3. Within the Sino-Soviet world there are
growing, and in the long run irresistible,
demands which are incompatible with the
creed and practice of orthodox communism.
The subject nations increasingly demand
more national independence; and a steadily
increasing number of individuals seek greater
personal security, increased freedom of
choice, and more independence of thought.
This mounting tide has already altered some-
what the complexion of Communist rule in
Soviet Russia, and it has openly challenged
that rule in such captive countries as Hun-
gary, Poland, and East Germany.

4. To these three forces must be added a
fourth—the force of the enlightened conduct
and example of the United States.

‘We must cooperate with the healthy evolu=-
tion toward independence of colonial peo-
ples and assist in the achievement of eco-
nomic progress and of freedom that will be
sustained;

We must continue to hold in check the
still aggressive and predatory ambitions of
international communism; and

‘We must encourage by peaceful means the
adaptation of Sino-Soviet government to the
aspirations of the people. The rate of such
adaptation will largely depend on whether
the present type of rule gains, or is denied,
enhanced prestige through external con-
quests.

Without the policies renresented by the
mutual security program and without ade-
gquate funds to carry out these policles, we
cannot do these things. World trends hos-
tile or unfavorable to us would galn the
supremacy. There could be a new and pro=
longed “‘dark age."

This mutual security program is our re-
sponse to a challenge which threatens our
survival as a nation and the survival in the
world of the ideals for which our Nation
was founded. It is, therefore, a program
which cannot be allowed to fall.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON IMPROPER
ACTIVITIES IN THE LABOR OR
MANAGEMENT FIELD

Mr., McCLELLAN. Mr. President, by
direction of the Select Committee To In-
vestigate Improper Activities in the La-
bor or Management Field, I submit an
interim report (S. Rept. No. 1417).

The section I shall submit today con-
tains the following parts: Foreword; In-
troduction; Findings, Nathan W. Shef-
ferman and Labor Relations Associates
of Chicago, Ill.; Findings, United Textile
Workers of America; Findings, Bakers
and Confectionery Workers Internation-
al Union of America; Findings, Interna-
tional Union of Operating Engineers;
and Legislative Recommendations.

Mr. President, the report, including
this section, has been approved by the
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken=
wEDY], the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. ErviN], the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. Munprl, the Senator from
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Arizona [Mr. GoLowaTter], the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Curtisl, and the
chairman.

Dissenting views on this section will be
filed today by the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. McNAMARA].

The remaining portions of the report,
ineluding the factual sections on Nathan
W. Shefferman, the bakers union, and
the textile workers and operating engi-
neers, will be released tomorrow. This
second section will also include the fac-
tual parts on the hearings and the find-
ings on the Tennessee area; Scranton,
Pa.; Portland, Oreg.; New York; Frank
Brewster; Dave Beck; James R. Hoffa;
and a general finding on the teamsters
union.

Mr, President, the first section of the
report, which I am submitting today,
contains approximately 12,000 words;
the second section, which I shall submit
tomorrow, contains over 180,000 words.

The Senate Select Committee on Im-
proper Activities in the Labor or Man-
agement Field thus presents its report
on its first year’s work and findings.

The committee was established under
Senate Resolution 74 of the 1st session
of the 85th Congress, by which the com-
mittee was authorized and directed “to
conduct an investization and study of
the extent to which criminal and other
improper practices or activities are or
have been engaged in in the field of labor-
management relations or in groups -or
organizations of employees or employers,
to the detriment of the interests of the
public, employers, or employees, and to
determine whether any changes are re-
quired in the laws in order to protect
such interests against the occurrence of
such practices or activities.”

Testimony heard by the committee
directly involved five unions: the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Teamsters,
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen, and Helpers
of America; the Bakery and Confection-
ery Workers International Union of
America; the United Textile Workers of
America; the International Union of
Operating Engineers; and the Allied In-
dustrial Workers of America—formerly
the United Automobile Workers, AFL.
A number of other unions, including the
building-trades unions and the barbers
unions, were also touched on.

Testimony heard by the committee
also concerned Management Consultants
Nathan W. Shefferman, Vincent J.
Squillante, and Marshall Miller; An-
heuser-Busch, Inc.; Sears, Roebuck &
Co.; the Whirlpool Corp.; the Conti-
nental Baking Co.; the Fruehauf Trailer
Co.; the Mennen Co.; Associated Trans-
port, Inc,; Montgomery Ward & Co.; the
S. A. Healy Construction Co.; and a
number of other employers, including
several in New York who sought and ob-
tained *“sweetheart” contracts, so that
they could keep depressed the wages and
working conditions of thousands of
Negro and Puerto Rican workers.

As an overall finding from the testi-
mony produced at our hearings, the com-
mittee has uncovered the shocking fact
that union funds in excess of $10 mil-
lion were either stolen, embezzled, or
misuced by union officials over a period
of 15 years, for their own financial gain
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or for the gain of their friends and as-
sociates.

As a background to the committee's
work, the following statistics and infor-
mation are of interest: During the 12
months of the committee’s work it has
held 104 days of public hearings and has
heard the testimony of 486 witnesses.
The record of these hearings is spread
across 17,485 pages of original tran-
script. A total of some 16,000 persons
were interviewed—a ratio of some 35 in-
terviews for every witness who physical-
ly appeared before the committee. In
addition, each witness who took the
stand had been interviewed for an
average of 5 hours for every hour of
testimony.

A total of 2,740 subpenas were issued
by the committee for individuals, bank
records, union records, and other infor-
mation for the hearings.

The committee wishes to express its
gratitude to the General Services Ad-
ministration and to the United States
General Accounting Office for their co-
operation during the past year. Comp-
troller General Joseph Campbell has
been particularly helpful to the com-
mittee in assigning the staff members
necessary for the conduct of its investi-
gations.

During the year, the committee staff
traveled some 650,000 miles and con-
ducted interviews in 44 of the 48 States.
Offices were opened and maintained by
the committee during the year in New
York, Chicago, Cleveland, Indianapolis,
Miami, Seattle, Philadelphia, Nashville,
Portland, Detroit, and St. Louis.

Some 100,000 letters have been re-
ceived and analyzed in Washington.
Seventy-five percent of them came from
labor-union members, and a great many
of them have been extremely helpful to
the work of the committee.

In addition, much useful help came
to the committee from newspapermen
and their newspapers in various parts of
the country.

Mr. President, at this time I shall not
go further into detail, but I desire to
call attention to the legislative recom-
mendations the committee makes. They
are usually in general terms, but they
cover broadly the areas in which the
committee has labored during the past
year. They constitute the recommenda-
tions of the committee—namely, to have
the Congress proceed immediately with
legislation in the following fields:

First. Legislation to regulate and con-
trol pension, health, and welfare funds.

Second. Legislation to regulate and
control union funds.

Third. Legislation to insure union de-
mocracy.

Fourth. Legislation to curb activities
of middlemen in labor-management dis-
putes.

Fifth. Legislation to clarify the no-
man’s land in labor-management rela-
tions.

Mr. President, I believe the report we
are submitting fully substantiates the
statement I now make; namely, that the
testimony, facts, and other information
now available to the Senate, under sworn
testimony, as reflected by the report,
are sufficient to justify and, in fact, to
demand, in effect, that this Congress
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act with respect to legislation in these
fields

Mr. President, in the course of my
brief remarks on the report, I have not
pinpointed the various findings the com-
mittee has made. But the findings cover
broader areas than those covered by the
legislative recommendations of the com-~
mittee, That arises from the fact that
our legislative recommendations do not
cover all of our findings, because we shall
make further investigations in a number
of these areas.

Mr. President, I sincerely believe that
if the commitfee can continue to func-
tion this year as effectively as it did last
year, and if it is as successful in compil-
ing a record in connection with its in-
vestigations this year, as it was as a
result of its first year of operations, the
committee will have done an outstanding
job and will have presented to the Con-
gress of the United States enough facts
and information to enable it to legislate
in practically every field of labor-man-
agement relations with respect to which
legislation may be needed.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. I just wish to say
to the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas, who is chairman of the select
committee, that I think all Members of
the Senate owe him and his committee
and stafl a debt of gratitude for the very
fine work the committee has carried on
to date. I hope it will pursue its work,
not only in this session of Congress, but
in future sessions, I am glad the com-
mittee has made at least some tentative
recommendations at this time in regard
to legislation.

Based on the record made by the com-
mittee to date, I think the American pub-
lic expeets the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation in this session
of Congress; and then, based on further
hearings, it may be necessary to aug-
ment that legislation at future sessions.
But, certainly along the lines of the gen-
eral recommendations which the chair-
man of the select committee has referred
to today, it seems to me there is a high
degree of priority which the Congress of
the United States should give to that
proposed legislation for the protection of
the rank and file of the union members of
this country against some of the actions
which some of their officials have pur-
sued, and which have been amply dem-
onstrated in the hearings before the Sen-
ator’s committee.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the distin-
guished minority leader. I am hopeful,
and I believe the committee is hopeful,
the Congress will give some priority to
these recommendations and undertake to
enact legislation at this session.

Mr. President, I may say there is in the
course of being drafted, and I expect to
have it ready this week, and I expect later
this week to introduce, a bill covering at
least four of the general recommenda-
tions the committee has made. The bill
will be somewhat comprehensive. The
only legislative recommendation I have
not undertaken to cover in the bill is
somewhat technical, and I think it will
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require some further evidence before the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
before the recommended provision of
the law can possibly be written. How=-
ever, the proposed legislation I expect to
introduce this week will cover at least
four of the areas.

I ask unanimous consent that the re=-
port, together with the individual views
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, and an illustration, be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the report will be received and
printed, as requested by the Senator
from Arkansas.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11
O'CLOCK A. M. TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senaie concludes its business to-
day it stand in recess until 11 o'clock
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I announce that at the conclusion
of action on H. R. 11086, which I am
informed will take only a few minutes,
we expect to have a quorum call and
notify all Senators that the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of the road
bill reported from the Committee on
Public Works. We hope to have the
Senate convene early and stay late dur-
ing the week until that bill shall be
disposed of.

WHEAT ACREAGE HISTORY

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
pending business be temporarily lawd
aside, and that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 1416,
H. R. 11086.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
11086) to amend the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, with
respect to wheat acreage history.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
bill would, first, prevent any farm from
losing acreage history by reason of over-
planting its allotment in 1958.

I wish to say, Mr. President, that the
bill was considered by the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry and reported
unanimously.

Second, passage of the bill would pre-
vent any State, county, or farm from los-
ing acreage history by reason of the over-
planting of any farm allotment in 1959
or any subsequent year if the farm mar-
keting excess is delivered to the Secre-
tary or stored to avoid penalty.

Last year, in Public Law 203, 85th Con=-
gress, approved August 28, 1957, Congress
provided that acreage planted in excess
of acreage allotments would not count as
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history toward future allotments. By
the time this information was conveyed
to farmers many had already planted
their wheat crops. By, in effect, chang-
ing the rules without adequate notice to
these farmers, the law would either im-
pose an excessive penalty upon them or
compel them to plow up acreage already
planted with resultant loss to them.

Furthermore, the law now permits
farmers to plant in excess of their allot-
ments and store the marketing excess
without being subject to any marketing
penalty. Many farmers do this in order
to insure against future crop failures. In
the event of such erop failures they would
be able to market a certain amount of
wheat stored from previous crops with-
out penalty. Under the bill farmers
could continue to follow this practice in
1959 and subsequent years without being
subject to any acreage credit penalty.
Any depletion of the wheat stored to
avoid penalty which would result in the
imposition of a marketing penalty would,
however, also result in imposition of the
acreage credit penalty.

Mr. President, I understand that the
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScrHoEePPEL], who was the author of the
original Senate bill, has a few remarks
to make.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry has
pointed out the salient facts with regard
to the bill. As the Senator indicated,
when we passed Public Law 203 of the
85th Congress, by reason of the fact that
the legislation was late in passage the
Department did not get rules and regu-
lations out in time for the farmers in
many areas to know exactly what the
compliance rules and regulations were.
Hence, during that lag of time, in many
States—and this was especially true in
my State of Kansas—about one-half or
two-thirds or three-fourths of the wheat
in certain sections of the States was
planted.

The legislation has been agreed upon
by the Department, and by the Wheat
Growers Association. The Senate bill is
a companion bill to the one offered by
Representative ALserT, of Oklahoma, in
the House of Representatives.

I think passage of the bill is important
because of the seeding time and because
of the harvesting time, which will come
in soon in the Southern States and will
move north. Unless the bill shall be
passed, there will be a hardship worked
on many farmers, because they will have
to destroy some acreage they planted,
not knowing what the full rules and reg-
ulations were.

I am heartily in favor of the measure.
As stated by the chairman of the com-
mittee, the bill received the unanimous
approval of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, the bill certainly should be
passed. The bill represents simple

justice, because the wheat farmers—
particularly the winter wheatgrowers—
planted their acreage last year, before
the bill to freeze the wheat-acreage allot-
ments was passed. It is important to
have those allotments frozen, Mr, Presi-
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dent, because the operations of the allot-
ment program are resulting in the trans-
ferring from the natural wheat-growing
States to other States of acres which
should be devoted to wheat.

In my own State of South Dakota
since 1955 we have suffered a gradual
reduction in allotments from 2,822,000
acres to a prospective 2,718,000 acres for
1959, which is a loss of over 100,000
acres, under the national allotment of 55
million acres. The total national allot-
ment has not been changed, but the
operations of the present program are
such that the wheat base is being trans-
ferred from the normal wheat-growing
States to States which are not normally
wheat-growing States.

I illustrate that point by referring to
the fact that between 1958 and 1959 the
State of Kansas, for example, will lose
55,000 acres; the State of Montana will
lose 25,000 acres; the State of North Da-
kota will lose 50,000 acres; the State of
South Dakota will lose 18,000 acres; and
the State of Texas will lose 65,000 acres.
These reductions will result under the
operation of the law. The law which
was passed last year will freeze those
allotments, so that the transfer will not
oceur in succeeding years.

We need to make the law effective.
We can make it effective fairly only by
passing the bill which is now pending,
H. R. 11086, or the companion measure,
S. 3406.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a
table, which gives the history of the na-
tional base, the national allotment, the
South Dakota base and the South Da-
kota allotment, from the year 1947 to
the present.

There being no objection, tkz table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Table showing wheat history of United States
and of South Dakota

United South Bouth
Crop |States total| National | Dakota | Dakota
year | base (acres | allotment | planted allot-
planted) acres ment
p (1] R SR T 55, 000, 000 |.. 2,718, 000
1958. ... ] 55, 000,000 |._....._._.| 2,736,000
1957 ... 84, 800, 000 | 55,000,000 | 4,133, 000 | 2,747, 000
1956..._ | B4, 404, 000 | 55 000,000 | 4, 150,000 | 2, 749, 000
1955. ... | 82,620,000 | 55,000,000 | 3, 051, 000 | 2, 822, 000
1064-.__| 81, 766, 000 | 62,000,000 | 3,941,000 | 3, 188, 000
1068 .~ T8, 144, 000 0] 4, B8, 000 )
1962..... 77, 794, 000 (1) 4, (40, 000 )
19561, .. 78,230, 000 | 72, 785,000 | 4,018,000 | 3, 709, 000
1050...__| 86,053, 000 | 72, 776,000 | 4, 424, 000 | 3, 763, 000
1949....... 2, 566, 000 Q] 4, 284, 000 (%)
TM8__. 7, 888, (0] 3, B78, 000 (2}
1047...... 78, 344, 000 M 3, 599, 000 ®

1 None required.,

# None made.

To understand the table, bear in mind:

1. Allotments, nationally, must be made by
the Secretary of Agriculture when the carry-
over or national supply exceeds by more than
50 percent the normal requirements and
normal carryover for feed, seed, etc,

2. Eeep in mind 1953 and 1952 as Korean
war years when allotments were not man-
datory.

3. The Marshall plan accounted for heavy
exports in 1047, 1948, and 1949 and thereby
reduced the carryover and thus eliminated
the mandatory referral of allotments by the
Becretary of Agriculture for those years.

Nore.—The steady decline in acres allotted
to South Dakota as other States established a
history of acres planted (principally under
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the 15-acre exemption) and thereby crept
into the allotments made which meant that
natural wheat States like SBouth Dakota have
been gradually losing allotment acres when
the national allotment was forced to the 55
million national minimum by oversupply.

(This table compiled by United States Sen-
ator Francis Case of South Dakota from
USDA figures.)

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I also ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a state-
ment issued by the United States De-
partment of Agriculture, dated March
21, 1958, which is a statement of the
Department relative to the marketing
quotas, proclaimed for the 1959 wheat
crop, to which there is appended a list
of the State acreage allotments by
States.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

. Marketing quotas proclaimed for 1959
wheat crop; referendum June 20:

Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson
today took the following actions on 1959-
crop wheat:

1. Proclaimed marketing quotas on the
1959 crop of wheat. This sixth successive
proclamation of wheat marketing quotas is
required by a wheat supply that is 57 per-
cent above the marketing quota level.

2. Proclaimed a national wheat acreage
allotment of 55 million acres, the minimum
permitted by law.

3. Announced State shares of the national
allotment (see table).

. 4. Bet June 20, 1958, as the date for a
referendum to determine producer approval
or disapproval of quotas.

5. Announced a 38-State commercial and
a 10-State noncommercial wheat producing
area for 1959.

8. Announced that the minlmum na-
tional average support price for 1959 pro-
duction will be determined before the wheat
referendum on the basis of the latest avall-
able supply information.

If marketing quotas are approved by grow-
ers, the national average support price avail-
able to eligible producers in the commercial
ares will be not less than the minimum
support to be announced later. Individual
farm marketing quotas will be the normal
production or the actual production, which-
ever is larger, from the farm acreage allot-
ment,

Growers in the commercial area who stay
within their allotments will be eligible for
price support on their entire production.
Growers who exceed their farm acreage al-
lotments will be subject to marketing guota
penalties if (1) they have more than 15
acres of wheat for harvest or (2) they have
not signed applications for exemption un-
der the feed wheat provision permitting 30
acres or less to be used exclusively for feed
on the farm. There are no limitations on
the amount of wheat which may be grown
for use on the farm for food, feed, or seed
by State, religious, or charitable institutions.

Marketing quota penalties will be at 45
percent of the parity rate per bushel (parity
as of May 1, 1959) on “excess” wheat pro-
duction.

If marketing quotas are disapproved,
there will be no restrictions on wheat mar-
ketings. Acreage allotments will remain in
effect as a condition of eligibility for price
support at the 50 percent of parity (as of
July 1, 1959) rate required by law when
quotas are disapproved.

NINETEEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY~NINE ACREAGE
ALLOTMENTS
" The 1959 national wheat acreage allot-

ment of 556 million acres is the mihimum
fixed by law and is the same as for the 1958
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erop. Legislation provides for establishing
a national wheat acreage allotment each year
except in the event of a national emergency.
If the allotment had been determined on
the basis of the law's supply formula, the
1959 allotment would have been 21,375,000
acres.

Nineteen hundred and fifty-nine will be
the sixth successive year that wheat acreage
allotments have been in effect, and the fifth
suecessive year that the 55-million-acre min-
imum allotment has been applicable.

MARKETING QUOTAS

The Secretary of Agriculture is directed
by legislation to proclaim marketing quotas
for the next wheat crop when the available
supply is more than 20 percent above the
normal supply. The estimated supply for
the 1968-69 marketing year is actually 57.1
percent above the normal supply. This re-
quires a marketing quota proclamation for
the 1959-60 marketing year.

For marketing quota determination, the
total supply is estimated at 2,017,000,000
bushels, consisting of a 1958 crop now esti-
mated at 1,140,000,000 bushels, a carryover
on July 1, 1958, estimated at 870 million
bushels, and imports of T million bushels.
The normal supply is 1,284,000,000 bushels,
based on a normal domestic consumption of
620 million bushels during the 1957-568
marketing year and exports of 450 million
bushels during the 1958-59 marketing year,
with a 20-percent carryover allowance of
214 million bushels. The marketing quota
level (120 percent of the normal supply) is
1,541,000,000 bushels. The estimated total
supply of 2,017,000,000 bushels is 157.1 per-
cent of the normal supply and requires a
marketing quota proclamation for the 1959-
60 wheat marketing year, the sixth successive
year for which wheat marketing quotas have
been proclaimed.

MARKETING QUOTA REFERENDUM

At least two-thirds of the producers vot=
ing in the referendum on June 20 must ap-
prove quotas for the 1959 crop if quotas are
to remain in effect.

Growers who will have more than 15 acres
of wheat for harvest as grain in 1959 in any
one of the 38 commercial wheat States come
under the regulation of gquotas and will be
eligible to vote in the referendum. Any
producers who signed applications under
the feed wheat provisions permitting them
to grow wheat for use as feed on the farm
for 19568 will not be eligible to vote in the
referendum on quotas for the 1959 crop.

Referendum ballots may be cast at loecal
polling places in the commercial wheat area.
Location of polling places will be announced
in the 38-State commercial area by county
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
(ASC) offices which will have charge of the
referendum locally.

Marketing quotas have been approved by
farmers for the last five wheat crops. In
last year’s referendum on quotas for the 1958
wheat crop, 86.2 percent of the farmers vot-
ing favored quotas (202,668 yes and 32,371
noj). In the previous vote on 1957 quotas,
the vote was 87.4 percent favorable (245,081
yes and 35,385 no). For 1056 quotas, the
vote was 77.5 percent favarable (268,217 yes
and 78,8356 no).

STATE ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

The national wheat acreage allotment, 55
million acres (less 55,000 acres held as a na-
tlonal reserve), has been apportioned among
all the States on the basis of acreage seeded
for the production of wheat during the 10
years 1948-57, with adjustments for abnor-
mal weather and for trends in planting.
County allotments will be determined on
essentially the same basis as the State allot-
ments. The county allotments will be ap-
portioned among individual farms according
to past acreage of wheat, tillable acres, crop
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rotation practices, type of soil, and topogra=
phy.

Wheat producers will be Informed of the
acreage allotments for their farms in ad-
vance of the June 20 wheat quota referen-
dum.

Wheat acreage allotments for the 38 States
in the 1959 commercial wheat area with 1058
ecomparisons follow in this release.

COMMERCIAL AND NONCOMMERCIAL WHEAT
AREAS

As authorized by legislation, 10 States hav-
Ing wheat allotments of 25,000 acres or less
have been designated as noncommercial
wheat States. Farm wheat allotments and
marketing quotas do not apply in these
States. The noncommercial area of 10
States for 1959 is 2 States smaller than in
19566, 1957, and 1958. Alabama and Missis-
sippl have been added to the commercial
producing area to make a 38-State total for
1959.

The 10 noncommercial wheat States and
the allotments that—except for the 25,000-
acre provision—would have been the basis
for 1859 county and farm allotments in each
State follow: Arizona, 23,708 acres; Connecti-
cut, 567 acres; Florida, 3,061 acres; Louisiana,
14,367 acres; Maine, 1,458 acres; Massachu-
setts, 709 acres; Nevada, 12,378 acres; New
Hampshire, 67 acres; Rhode Island, 503
acres, and Vermont, 52i7 acres.

The 38 States in the commercial area are
listed in the table showing acreage allotments
for each.

In the noncommercial States, price sup-
port will be at 75 percent of what the rate.
would be if the State were in the commercial
area.

STATE ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

The following table shows by States the
1959 acreage allotments with 1958 com-
parisons:

[Tn acres]
State 1958 allat- | 1059 allot-
ment ment
VR R e SR 123,240 30,138
Arkansas 49, 334 .53, 232
Callfornda_._ o .- ____ . _ . 445, 004 434, 441
Colorado. 2,704, M7 2, 695, 718
DelaWarn__.--.---._..-_.-.-.. 35, 439 35, 814
Qeorgla. . meenee.. Lrmms 107, 591 110, 513
iinois o v
O o e Balilne s el o’
Indiana pAES M
T Bl e o S |
Kansas,
Kentucky £,
Maryland.. 185, 300 185, 859
i 965, 008 81, 724
MInnesets. i 720, 866 ?13, 743
Mississippi 116,25 29, 4400
Missonri 1,273,623 1, 330,
Montana 4,058, 327 4,083, 335
3, 228, 377 3, 204, 664
53, 345 53, 534
474,243 476, 823
315, 570 322, 145
282, 7H6 206,
7,300, 992 7,250, 722
1, 553, 180 1, 5560, 306G
4,850,635 | 4,874,312
816, 443 821,771
Pennsylvania_. .o oevaeene. _ B8Y, 517 582, 204
South Carolina. 139, 266
Bouth Dakota_.. 2,718,228
T 108, 181
4, 009, 004
313, 544
259, 990
2,002,740
39, 874
51, 603
“ yomina' ), 627
Total, commercial area.__| 564, 806, 687 | 54, BS6, 755
Total, noneommereial area._.. 80, 813 B8, 245
National reserve.caeceeccemn-- 18, 500 55, 00
L T D L MR 56, 000, 000 | 55, 000, (00

1 Not In commercial area in 1958,
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I ap-
prove of the pending legislation. It does

not affect North Dakota directly, since
North Dakota is one of the few States
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which has not increased the wheat
acreage in the past several years. This
has been done in many other States
and within the law. The law was
changed last year to make it more dif-
ficult to overseed or to increase the
wheat acreage, but that law did not
pass Congress until the latter part of
August, or until most of the winter
wheat had been seeded.

The purpose of the pending legislation
is to postpone the penalty provisions,
since the law was passed after farmers
had completed most of their seeding,
As I stated, the legislation does not
directly affect my State, but I believe it
is necessary legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the gquestion
is on the third reading of the bill.

The bill (H. R. 11086) was ordered to
a third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, S. 3406 is indefinitely post-
poned.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1958

Mr. JAVITS obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the unfinished business be
temporarily laid aside and that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 1432, S. 3414, a bill to amend
and supplement the Federal-Aid High-
way Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8.
3414) to amend and supplement the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act approved June 29,
1956, to authorize appropriations for
continuing the construction of high-
ways, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
line with the agreement made by the
leadership, I wonder if the distinguished
Senator from New York will yield so that
I may suggest the absence of a quorum,
with the understanding that the Sena-
tor from New York will not lose his right
to the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield for
that purpose.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the guorum ecall be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from Montana [Mr. Mans-
FIELD]?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3414)
to amend and supplement the Federal-
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Aid Highway Act approved June 29, 1956,
to authorize appropriations for continu-
ing the construction of highways, and
for other purposes, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Public
Works with an amendment, to strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:

Sec. 1. Federal-aid highways.

(a) (1) Authorization of appropriations:
For the purpose of carrying out the provi-
slons of the Federal-Ald Road Act approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), and all acts
amendatory thereof and supplementary
thereto, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated the sum of $000 million for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1960; and the
sum of £900 million for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1961. The sums herein au-
thorized for each fiscal year shall be avail-
able for expenditure as follows:

(A) Forty-five percent for projects on
the Federal-aid primary highway system.

(B) Thirty percent for projects on the
Federal-ald secondary highway system.

(C) Twenty-five percent for projects on
extensions of these systems within urban
areas.

(2) Apportionments: The sums authorized
by this section shall be apportioned among
the several States in the manner now pro-
vided by law and in accordance with the
formulas set forth in section 4 of the Federal-
Ald Highway Act of 1944, approved December
20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838).

(b) Availability for expenditure: Any
sums apportioned to any State under this
section shall be available for expenditure in
that State for 2 years after the close of the
fiscal year for which such sums are au-
thorized, and any amounts so apportioned
remaining unexpended at the end of such
period shall lapse: Provided, That such funds
shall be deemed to have been expended if a
sum equal to the total of the sums herein
and heretofore apportioned to the State is
covered by formal agreements with the Sec-
retary of Commerce for construction, recon-
struction, or improvements of specific pro-
Jects as provided in this act and prior acts:
Provided further, That in the case of those
sums heretofore, herein, or hereafter ap-
portioned to any State for projects on the
Federal-aid secondary highway system, the
Secretary of Commerce may, upon the re-
guest of any State, discharge his responsi-
bility relative to the plans, specifications,
estimates, surveys, contract awards, design,
inspection, and construction of such second-
ary road projects by his recelving and ap-
proving a certified statement by the State
highway department setting forth that the
plans, design, and construction for such pro-
jects are in accord with the standards and
procedures of such State applicable to proj-
ects in this category approved by him:
Provided further, That such approval shall
not be given unless such standards and pro-
cedures are in accordance with the objectives
set forth in section 1 (b) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1850: And provided further,
That nothing contained in the foregoing pro=-
visog ghall be construed to relieve any State
of its obligation now provided by law relative
to maintenance, nor to relieve the Secretary
of Commerce of his obligation with respect
to the selection of the secondary system or
the location of projects thereon, to make a
final inspection after comstruction of each
project, and to require an adequate show-
ing of the estimated and actual cost of con-
struction of each project. Any Federal-aid
primary, secondary, or urban funds released
by the payment of the final voucher or by
modification of the formal project agreement
ghall be credited to the same class of funds,
primary, secondary, or urban, previously ap-
portioned to the State and be iImmediately
avallable for expenditure.

Sec. 2. (a) Additional authorization of ap-
propriation of Federal-aid primary, second-
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ary, and urban funds: For the purpose of
carrying out the provisions of the Federal-
Ald Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39
Stat. 355), and all acts amendatory thereof
and supplementary thereto, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1959, §400 million in
addition to any sums heretofore authorized
for such fiscal year. The sum herein au-
thorized shall be apportioned: (A) 45 percent
for projects on Federal-ald primary high-
way system, (B) 30 percent for projects on
the Federal-aid secondary highway system,
(C) 25 percent for projects on extensions of
these systems within urban areas among the
several States immediately upon enaetment
of this act in the manner now provided by
law and in accordance with the formulas set
forth in section 4 of the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1944 approved December 20, 1944 (58
Stat. 838).

(b) The amounts authorized to be appro-
priated In section 2 (a) herein shall be
available for expenditure pursuant to con-
tracts awarded by the State highway de-
partments prior to December 1, 1958, which
shall provide for completion of construction
prior to December 1, 1859. Any amounts
apportioned to a State under provisions of
this section remaining unexpended as above
provided on December 1, 1958, shall lapse.

(¢) The sums apportioned under this sec-
tion shall be available for expenditure for
projects on the primary or secondary Fed-
eral-aid systems, including extensions of
these systems within urban areas, without
limitation as to the percentage to be utilized
on any system.

(d) The Federal share payable on account
of any project provided for by funds made
available under the provisions of this sec-
tion shall be increased to 70 percent of the
total cost thereof plus, in any State con-
taining unappropriated and unreserved pub-
lic lands and nontaxable Indian lands, in-
dividual and tribal, exceeding 5 percent of
the total area of all lands thereln, a per-
centage of the remaining 30 percent of such
cost equal to the percentage that the area of
such lands in such State is of its total area:
Provided, That such Federal share payable
on any project in any State shall not exceed
95 percent of the total cost of such project.

(e) Authorization of appropriation for in-
creasing Federal share: For the purpose of
assisting any State in meeting the require-
ments for State funds to match any sums
apportioned to such State under the provi-
slons of this section, there is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated the sum of $115
million, which sum may be used by the
Secretary of Commerce upon request of any
State to increase the Federal share payable
on account of any project provided for by
funds made available under the provisions
of this section: Provided, That the amount
of such increase of the Federal share shall
not exceed two-thirds of the State's share of
the cost of such project.

(f) Reimbursement: The total amount of
such increases in the Federal share as are
made pursuant to subsection (e) above, shall
be reimbursed to the Federal Government by
making deductions of sums equal to the
amounts expended for projects on the Fed-
eral-aid primary highway system, the Fed-
eral-aid secondary highway system and ex-
tensions of such systems in urban areas in
two equal amounts from the amounts avail-
able to such State for expenditure on such
highways under any apportionment of funds
authorized to be appropriated therefor for
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1961 and
June 30, 1962.

(g) Contract authority: Approval by the
Becretary of Commerce of any project on
account of which the Federal share is in-
creased under the provisions of this section
shall be deemed a contractual obligation of
the Federal Government for the payment of
such increase in the Federal share, and such
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funds shall be deemed to have been ex-
pended when so obligated.

(h) It is hereby declared to be the intent
of the Congress that the sum authorized
under this section shall be supplementary
to, and not in lleu of, any other sum hereto-
fore or herein authorized for expenditure on
the Federal-aid primary or secondary sys-
tems, including extensions of these systems
within urban areas, and is made avallable
for the purpose of immediate acceleration of
the rate of highway construction on these
systems beyond that being accomplished
with funds otherwise authorized.

Sec. 3. Forest highways and forest develop-
ment roads and tralls.

(a) Authorization of appropriations: For
the purpose of carrying out the provisions
of section 23 of the Federal Highway Act of
1921 (42 Stat. 218), as amended and sup-
plemented, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated (1) for forest highways the sum
of #36 million for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1961; and (2) for forest
development roads and trails the sum of 34
million for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1960, and a like sum for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1961: Provided, That with re-
spect to any proposed construction or recon-
struction of a timber access road, advisory
public hearings may be held at a place con-
venient or adjacent to the area of construec-
tion or reconstruction with notice and rea-
sonable opportunity for interested persons
to present their views as to the practica-
bility and feasibility of such construction
or reconstruction: Provided jfurther, That
hereafter funds available for forest highways
and forest development roads and trails shall
also be avallable for adjacent vehicular park-
ing areas and for sanitary, water, and fire
control facilities: Provided further, That the
same percentage of the amounts authorized
under this subsection for forest highways
for each of the fiscal years ending June 30,
1060, and June 30, 1961, shall be apportioned
for expenditure in each State, Alaska, or
Puerto Rico as was apportioned for expendi-
ture in each State, Alaska, or Puerto Rico
from funds authorized under this subsection
for forest highways for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1958: Provided further, That
the apportionment heretofore made by the
Becretary of Commerce for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1959, is hereby approved:
And provided further, That any State may
transfer not to exceed the lesser of $500,000
or 6 percent of the amounts apportioned
to such State under section 1 hereof to
augment any apportionment made to such
State for the construction, reconstruction, or
improvement of forest highways pursuant to
this section; and when so transferred such
sums may be expended in the same manner
as funds authorized by this section for such
purposes,

(b) The Secretary of Commerce, in coop-
eration with the appropriate officers of each
State containing a national forest, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Ter-
ritory of Alaska, shall make a study to deter-
mine—

(1) The forest roads of primary impor-
tance to a State, county, or community which
are within, adjoining, or adjacent to a na-
tional forest and have not been designated
as forest highways;

(2) The amount necessary to complete
construction of all forest highways;

(8) The amounts necessary for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1962, and for each of
the 9 succeeding flscal years to survey, con-
struct, reconstruct, and maintain (A) forest
highways, and (B) roads described in para-
graph (1) of this subsection if such roads
were forest highways; and

(4) The method by which the amounts
determined pursuant to paragraph (3) of
tnis subsection should be apportioned for
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expenditure In the several States, Alaska,
and Puerto Rico.

The Secretary of Commerce shall report the
results of such study to the President and
the Congress on or before January 1, 1860.
8ec. 4. Roads and trails In national parks, etc.

(a) Natlonal parks, etc: For the construc-
tion, reconstruction, and Improvement of
roads and trails, inclusive of necessary
bridges, in national parks, monuments, and
other areas administered by the National
Park Service, including areas authorized to
be established as national parks and monu-
ments, and national park and monument
approach roads authorized by the act of
January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 1053), as amended,
there is hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated the sum of $20 million for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961.

(b) Parkways: For the construction, re-
construction, and improvement of parkways,
authorized by acts of Congress, on lands
to which title is vested in the United States,
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated
the sum of $16 million for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961.

(c) Indian reservations and lands: For the
construction, reconstruction, and improve-
ment of Indian reservation roads and bridges
and roads and bridges to provide access to
Indian reservations and Indian lands under
the provisions of the act approved May 26,
1928 (45 Btat. 750), there is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated the sum of $12 million
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and
a like sum for the flscal year ending June
30, 1961: Provided, That the location, type,
and design of all roads and bridges con-
structed shall be approved by the Secretary
of Commerce before any expenditures are
made thereon, and all such construction
shall be under the general supervision. of
the Secretary of Commerce.

Bec. 5. Public lands highways.

For the purpose of carrying out the pro-
visions of section 10 of the Federal-Aid High-
way Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 785), there Is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for the sur-
vey, construction, reconstruction, and main-
tenance of main roads through unappropri-
ated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable
Indian lands, or other Federal reservations
the sum of $4 million for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961.

Sec. 6. Special provisions for Federal domain
roads, ete.

Any funds authorized herein for forest
highways, forest development roads and
trails, park roads and trails, parkways, In-
dian roads, and public lands highways shall
be avallable for contract upon apportion-
ment, or a date not earlier than 1 year
preceding the beginning of the fiscal year
for which authorized if no apportionment
is required: Provided, That any amount re-
maining unexpended 2 years after the close
of the fiscal year for which authorized shall
lapse. The Secretary of the department
charged with the administration of such
funds is hereby granted authority to incur
obligations, approve projects, and enter into
contracts under such authorizations, and his
action in doing so shall be deemed & contrac-
tual obligation of the Federal Government
for the payment of the cost thereof, and
such funds shall be deemed to have been
expended when so obligated. Any funds
heretofore, herein, or hereafter authorized for
any fiscal year for forest highways, forest
development roads and trails, park roads and
trails, parkways, Indian roads, and public
lands highways shall be deemed to have
been expended If a sum equal to the total
of the sums authorized for such fiscal year
and previous fiscal years since and includ=-
ing the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1955, shall
have been obligated. Any of such funds re-
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leased by payment of final voucher or modi=
fication of project authorization shall be
credited to the balance of unobligated au-
thorizations and be immediately available for
expendlture,

Sec. 7. (a) Authorization of appropria-
tions for interstate system: Section 108 (b)
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70
Stat. 374) is hereby amended to read as fol=-
lows:

“(b) Authorization of appropriations: For
the purpose of expediting the construction,
reconstruction, or improvement, inclusive of
necessary bridges and tunnels, of the Inter-
state System, including extensions thereof
through urban areas, designated in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 7 of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1044 (58 Stat.
838), there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated the additional sum of $1 billion for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, which
sum shall be in addition to the authoriza-
tion heretofore made for that year, the addi-
tional sum -of $1,700,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, the additional sum
of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1959, the additional sum of $2,600,=
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1960, the additional sum of $2,5600,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, the addi-
tional sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1962, the additional
sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1963, the additional sum of
$2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, the additional sum of 82,200,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the
additional sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966, the additional
sum of $2,200,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1967, the additional sum of
£1,500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1968, and the additional sum of $1,025,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969."

(b) Apportionments: Any portion of this
additional sum herein authorized for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1959, that has not
been apportioned heretofore shall be appor-
tioned Immediately upon enactment of this
act.

Sec. 8. Approval of estimate of cost of com-
pleting the Interstate System.

The estimate of cost of completing the In-
terstate System in each State, transmitted to
the Congress on January 7, 1958, by the Sec-
retary of Commerce pursuant to tne pro-
visions of section 108 (d) of the act approved
June 29, 1956 (70 Stat. 374) , and published as
House Document No. 300, 85th Congress, sec-
ond sesslon, is hereby approved as the basis
for making the apportionment of the funds
authorized for the Interstate System for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1960,

Sec. 9. Appointment of Federal-aid high-
way funds for fiscal years 1959 and 1960: Not-
withstanding the provisions of section 209
(g) of the act approved June 29, 1956 (70
Stat. 374), the Secretary of Commerce is au-
thorized and directed to apportion among the
several States in the manner provided by law,
all of the funds authorized for the fiscal years
1959 and 1960, for the Interstate System and
the Federal-ald primary and secondary high-
way systems, including extensions thereof
within urban areas.

Sec. 10, The first sentence of the second
paragraph of section 13 of the Federal High-
way Act, approved November 9, 1921 (42 Stat.
212), is amended by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end thereof the following: “plus
the United States pro rata part of the value
of the materials which have been stockpiled
in the vicinity of such construction or re-
construction in conformity to said plans and
specifications.”

Sec. 11. (a) Bubsection (a) of section 111
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) Avallability of Federal funds for re-
imbursement to States: Whenever a State
under State law is required to pay for all or
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any part of the cost of relocation of utility
facilities necessitated by the construction of
a project on any of the Federal-Ald Highway
Systems, Federal funds may be used to reim-
burse the State for such cost in the same pro=-
portion as Federal funds are expended on
the project not to exceed T0 percent of such
cost which the State is obligated to pay:
Provided, That such reimbursement shall be
made only after evidence satisfactory to him
shall have been presented to the Secretary
substantiating the fact that the State has
paid such cost from its own funds.”

(b) This section shall apply only with
respect to Federal-aid highway projects cov-
ered by formal project agreements executed
by the Secretary subsequent to the date of
enactment of this act.

Sec. 12. The Federal-Ald Highway Act of
1966 (70 Stat. 374) is amended by renum-
bering section 122 as section 123 and insert-
ing a new section 122, as follows:

“Spc. 122, Areas adjacent to the Interstate
System.

%“(a) National policy: To promote the
safety, convenience, and enjoyment of public
travel and the free flow of interstate com-
merce and to protect the public investment
in the National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways it is hereby declared to be in
the public interest to encourage and asslst
the States to control the use of and to im-
prove areas adjacent to the Interstate System
by controlling the erection and maintenance
of outdoor advertising signs, displays, and
devices adjacent to that system. It is hereby
declared to be a national policy that the
erection and maintenance of outdoor adver-
tising signs, displays, or devices within 660
feet of the edge of the right-of-way and
visible from the main-traveled way of all por-
tions of the Interstate System should be reg-
ulated, consistent with national standards
to be prepared and promulgated by the Sec-
retary, which shall provide for:

“{1) Directional or other official signs or
notices that are required or authorized by
law.

“(2) Signs advertising the sale or lease of
the property upon which they are located.

*(3) Signs not larger than 500 square
inches advertising activities being conducted
at a location within 12 miles of the point at
which such signs are located.

“(4). Signs erected or maintained pursuant
to authorization in State law and not incon-
sistent with the national policy and stand-
ards of this section, and designed to give in-
formation in the specific interest of the
traveling public.

“(b) Agreements: The Secretary of Com-
merce 1s authorized to enter into agreements
with State highway departments (lnclud-
ing such supplementary agreements as may
be necessary) to carry out the national policy
set forth in subsection (a) of this section
with respect to the Interstate System with-
in the BState. Any such agreement shall
include provisions for regulation and control
of the erection and maintenance of adver-
tising signs, displays, and other advertising
devices in conformity with the standards
established in accordance with subsection (a)
and may include, among other things, pro-
visions for preservation of natural beau-
ty, preventlon of erosion, landscaping, re-
forestation, development of viewpoints for
scenic attractions that are accessible to the
public without charge, and the erection of
markers, signs, or plagques, and development
of areas in appreciation of sites of historical
significance. Any such agreement may, with-
in the discretion of the Secretary of Coms=
merce, consistent with the national policy,
provide for excluding from application of
the national standards segments of the In-
terstate System which traverse incorporated
municipalities wherein the use of real prop-
erty adjacent to the Interstate System 1is
subject to municipal regulation or control,
or which traverse other areas where the land
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use is clearly established by Btate law as
industrial or commercial, or which are bullt
on rights-of-way wholly acquired before July
1, 19566.

“(c) Federal share: Notwithstanding the
provisions of section 2 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1044 (58 Stat. 838), if an
agreement pursuant to this section has been
entered into with any State prior to July
1, 1961, the Federal share payable on ac-
count of any project on the Interstate Sys-
tem within that State provided for by funds
authorized under the provisions of section
108 of this act, to which the national policy
and the agreement apply, shall be increased
by one-half of 1 percent of the total cost
thereof, not including any additional cost
that may be incurred in the carrying out of
the agreement: Provided, That the increase
in the Federal share which is payable here-
under ghall be pald only from appropriations
from moneys in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, which such appropriations are
hereby authorized.

*“(d) Whenever any portion of the Inter-
state Bystem 1s located upon or adjacent
to any public lands or reservations of the
United States, the Secretary of Commerce
may make such arrangements and enter into
such agreements with the agency having
Jurlsdiction over such lands or reservations
as may be necessary to carry out the national
policy set forth in subsection (a) of this
section, and any such agency is hereby au-
thorized and directed to cooperate fully with
the Secretary of Commerce in this connec-
tion.

*(e) Whenever a State shall acquire by
purchase or condemnation the right to ad-
vertise or regulate advertising in an ares
adjacent to the right-of-way of a project
on the Interstate System for the purpose of
implementing this section, the cost of such
acquisition shall be considered as a part of
the cost of construction of such project and
Federal funds may be used to pay the Fed-
eral pro rata share of such cost: Provided,
That reimbursement to the State shall be
made only with respect to that portion of
such cost which does not exceed 5 per-
cent of the cost of the right-of-way for such
project.”

Skc. 13. Relationship of this act to other acts:
effective date.

All provisions of the Federal-Ald Road Act
approved July 11, 1916, together with all acts
amendatory thereof or supplementary there-
to, not inconsistent with this act, shall re-
main in full force and effect and be ap-
plicable hereto. All acts or parts of acts
in any way inconsistent with the provisions
of the act are hereby repealed. This act shall
take effect on the date of enactment.

SEec. 14. Short title.

This act may be cited as the “Federal-
Ald Highway Act of 1958."

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, communicated to the
Senate the intelligence of the death of
Hon. GeorGe S. Long, late a Representa-
tive from the State of Louisiana, and
transmitted the resolutions of the House
thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The message announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint reso-
lution, and they were signed by the Pres-
ident pro tempore:

5.1984. An act to provide for the transfer
of the Civil Service Commission Bullding in
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the District of Columbia to the Smithsonian
Institution to house certain art collections
of the Smithsonian Institution;

8. J. Res. 162, Joint resolution to stay tem-
porarily any reduction in support prices or
acreage allotments; and

H.R. 11085. An act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments
and the Tax Court of the United States for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and for
other purposes.

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE
GEORGE S. LONG, OF LOUISIANA

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
ask the Chair to lay before the Sen-
ate resolutions coming over from the
House of Representatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the resolutions of the
House of Representatives, which were
read, as follows:

House Resolution 508
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. S.,
March 24, 1958.

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of the Honor-
able GeoRrGE 5. LownG, a Representative from
the State of Louisiana.

Resolved, That a committee of eight
Members of the House, with such Members
of the Senate as may be jolned, be appointed
to attend the funeral.

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of
the House be authorized and directed to
take such steps as may be necessary for
carrying out the provisions of these resolu-
tions and that the necessary expenses in
connection therewith be paid out of the
contingent fund of the House.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit
a copy thereof to the family of the de-
creased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of re=-
spect the House do now adjourn.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, over
the weekend the final chapter in an in-
spiring story of triumph over adversity
was written in Washington when death
claimed the Honorable GEORGE SHANNON
Lone, Representative from the Eighth
Congressional District of Louisiana.

As he lived, GeorcE Long died—serv-
ing the people of his State. ‘

For all of his T4 years, GEORGE LoNG
waged a bitter battie with adversity—
yet, this very battle made him a greater
man—a man who knew the hard side of
life, a man who knew the better side,
and a man who could thus appreciate
the problems of people.

He was born in a log cabin in Tunica,
La., September 11, 1883. From this
humble beginning, GeorcE LonG and his
brothers and sisters reached a position
as one of the best known and influential
families in Louisiana.

Of the four Long brothers, all rose to
prominence. The eldest was Julius
Long, now a retired businessman in
Shreveport, La. The youngest was Earl
K. Long, today the Governor of Loui-
siana. Perhaps best known of all his
brothers was Huey P. Long, late a United
States Senator, and the father of my
distinguished colleague, the junior Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

GEORGE LonG was born at a time when
a man made himself what he wanted to
be. He and all his brothers decided
that they wanted to improve themselves.
And they did. It was the age-old story
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of Americana—the poor country boy
seeking his way in life and finding it.

Yet, as Georce Low¢ inched himself
forward, he did so with a humility and
genuine concern for all his fellow men
that earned him friends, not only in his
home State, but in other sections of the
United States as well.

For example, during a rather lengthy
stay in Oklahoma, in 1920, he was
elected to the Oklahoma State Legisla-
ture, and served through 1922.

GEeORGE LonG was a man of many tal-
ents. After attending the public schools
in Winn Parish, La., he attended Mount
LeBanon College, and later taught school
in Winn Parish.

Georce Long’s next interest was den-
tistry, and he received a doctor of dental
surgery degree in 1904. He was ad-
mitted to the bar in Oklahoma in 1923.

GEORGE Lone returned to Louisiana in
1936, after the death of his brother Huey
Long, and made his home in Pineville,
where he entered business.

He was elected to the Congress in 1952,
and was serving his third term at the
time of his death. He is survived by
his wife, the former Jewell Tyson, of
Pineville.

He was a lifelong member of the
Baptist Church, and was a past presi-
dent of the Pineville Chamber of Com-
merce. In addition, he was a 32d
degree Mason, a Shriner, and a member
of the Kiwanis Club of Pineville.

The life of Georce Lonc—educator,
dentist, lawyer, and legislator—is an in-
spiring reminder that poverty need not
close the door to achievement—that hard
work and an abiding desire to overcome
adversity can bring a rich and reward-
ing life.

Those of us who knew GeORGE LoNG
and now miss him will remember him
primarily as a man and as a friend, one
who could and did pull himself up from
his humble origin to a position whereby
he could serve his friends and neigh-
bors—a man who gave to the people of
his State unstintingly in time and ef-
fort—a man who lived and proved the
old axiom that God helps those who help
themselves.

Louisiana will miss Georce Loneg, Mr.
President—and so will our country.

Mr. President, I send a resolution to
the desk, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow the announcement of the
death of Hon. GEorGE 5. LoNg, late a Repre-
sentative from the State of Louisiana.

Resolved, That a committee of two Sena-
tors be appointed by the Presiding Officer to
join the committee appointed on the part of
the House of Representatives to attend the
funeral of the deceased Representative.

Resolved, That the Secretary communi-
‘eate these resolutions to the House of Rep-
resentatives and transmit a copy thereof to
the family of the deceased.

Resolved, That, as a further mark of re-
spect to the memory of the deceased Repre-
sentative, the Senate, at the conclusion of
its business today, take a recess until 11
o'clock a. m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana?

moneylenders.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 280) was considered by
unanimous consent, and unanimously
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursu-
ant to the second resolving clause, the
Chair appoints, as the committee to at-
tend the funeral of the late Representa-
tive, the senior Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER] and the junior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Long].

GOP HIGH INTEREST RATES FOR
THE REA

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
last Tuesday, March 18, 1958, for the
second time in 30 days, the Federal Re-
serve Board reduced the required re-
serves of its member banks, thereby re-
leasing a potential $3 billion of new
funds for lending.

A Board spokesman called this action
an effort to create credit conditions still
more favorable to recovery. In short,
this was a move to end the administra-
tion’'s hard money, high interest rate pol-
icy, which is largely responsible for the
serious unemployment and business re-
cession gripping our Nation today.
Surely, all of us can now see the folly
and error of this high interest rate pol-
icy, which has resulted in more than five
million men and women without work
and the highest cost of living in our
history.

But, despite the critical evidence of
how the high interest policy has hurt our
economy, this administration seems in-
tent on raising interest rates on REA
loans. It is clear that higher REA in-
terest rates could only mean higher rates
for electric and telephone service to the
farmers and rural communities.

Mr. President, in view of this reces-
sion—in view of the fact that REA co-op
loans have made money for the tax-
payers, not lost it—I now strongly urge
that President Eisenhower withdraw his
announced proposals to raise REA inter-
est rates. Determination of this admin-
istration to raise REA interest rates is
like a stubborn motorist who takes the
wrong turn and finds himself going in
the wrong direction on a one-way street,
yvet he is too bullheaded to admit he is
driving in the wrong direction. There
are plenty of places where there is room
for, and need for some strong determina-
tion in this administration, but this
mania to raise REA interest rates is not
one of those places. The so-called re-
volving fund plan is a plan to render
the REA into the hands of the private
It is an effort to Ben-
sonize the Rural Electric Cooperatives
and leave them captives chained to a
financial plan that would spell their
doom. The present REA financing plan
has worked and should be retained un-
changed.

Mr. President, I now turn to another
subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas has the floor.

TAX CUT NEEDED TO CURE
RECESSION

' Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
10 days ago my amendment to give a tax
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cut to all Americans was temporarily
lost. I said then, and I still say, that a
Federal income-tax reduction in the
form of raising income-tax exemption
from $600 to $800, would boost business
to the extent of $3 billion within a few
months.

I would like to respectfully remind
Members on both sides of the aisle that
had we voted through the tax reduction
to all Americans, it could have become
effective on April 1, and we would have
been that big step nearer toward cutting
unemployment and ending recession.
But it was the position of the adminis-
tration that this is not the time for a
tax cut; that we should wait and see.

With more than 5 million men and
women out of work and the number still
climbing, I should like to know what we
are waiting for? With small-business
bankruptcies at an alltime high, I ask
again, what are we waiting for? I sub-
mit that we have waited long enough, or
too long. To sustain my point, let me
refer you, Mr, President, to a front-page
story in today's Washington Post and
Times Herald, headed *“Government
Economists Now See No Upturn Before
Late in Year.” The lead of this excel-
lent story, by Joseph R. Slevin, reads as
follows:

Government economists are coming to the
conclusion that business activity will begin
to turn up slowly in the fourth quarter and
not before. Some of the gloomier seers
think the rise may not begin until the first
quarter of next year, And all of the fore-
casters qualify their predictions by saying
that all bets are off if there is no tax cut.

Mr. President, the Senate will have the
opportunity again soon to pass the tax
reduction for all Americans that I am
urging. I urge that when this matter
comes up again, that we have immediate
favorable action toward ending this re-
cession. I ask unanimous consent that
the Washington Post story I referred to
earlier be printed in the REecorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

GovERNMENT EcoNomists Now Se No
UPTURN BEFORE LATE IN YEAR
(By Joseph R. Blevin)

Government economists are coming to the
conclusion that business activity will begin
to turn up.slowly in the fourth quarter and
not before. Some of the gloomier seers think
the rise may not begin until the first quarter
of next year. And all the forecasters qualify
their predictions by saying that all bets are
off if there is no tax cut.

The recession now has gone further and
is expected to last longer than any of the top
economists anticipated just a few months

0.

The big, unforeseen trouble has been a
sharp drop in automobile sales. Government
economists expected the automohile manu-
facturers to have a good year and they are
having a dismal one.

The forecasts of a fourth quarter rise turn
partly upon expectations of an improvement
in automobile activity when the 1959 models
appear in dealer showrooms. If consumers
cold-shoulder Detroit for the rest of this
year, the economists says prospects of an
upturn are very dim indeed.

The trouble that the experts have when
they look for a turning point is that no one
seems to be able to find a set of buying
demands that will be strong enough to kick
off a vigorous upsurge. That's why they
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all look for a slow rise when the advance
begins.

State and local government spending for
schools, hospitals, roads, and other facilities
is expected to continue to climb slowly. So
is Federal spending. And so, with any luck,
is home building. Consumer spending,
which has been tapering off, will pick up
moderately if the 1859 models are attractive.
But the downturn in business purchases of
new plant and equipment that caused the
slump is expected to continue—or, at best,
to flatten out.

There's no spark in sight—no homebuild-
ing boom as in 1954, no automobile buying
jag as in 1955, no capital goods spending
spree as in 1956 and 1957.

Guesses as to how long it will take to lift
economic activity back to where it was at the
end of 1957 range up to a year from the time
the upturn begins. That could mean late
1999 or early 1960.

The most disheartening feature of the
current situation has been the absence of
substantial price cuts. Price reductions
customarily are a key part of a recession ad-
justment and the economists figure that
there’s nothing that would whet business
and consumer appetites more than a round
of price slashes.

But prices have been holding firm. There's
now a worrisome suspicion among the ex-
perts that this will be remembered as the
recession that was ended by Government tax
cuts and other moves—as the recession that
was marked by about as many price malad-
justments at the end as there had been at
the beginning.

If the forebodings of the experts prove cor-
rect, it’s a safe bet that the fourth postwar
recesslon will follow closely on the heels of
the current dip.

FOREIGN OIL IMPORTS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
have prepared a statement on the detri-
mental effect on all our economy of the
unlimited flood of foreign oil which is
pouring into the country.

In the interest of time, I ask unani-
mous consent to have my statement and
the following newspaper articles and
other material printed in the REcORD:

A foreign crude oil import resolution
introduced by Jimmy Givens, Galveston
County Democratic Chairman, and
passed by the Galveston County Demo-
cratic Executive Committee.

The story from the March 21, 1958,
Dallas Morning News headed “Oil Pro-
ducing Days Cut to Record Eight.”

The story from the Abilene Reporter
News of March 19, 1958, headed “Wit-
nesses Cite Damaging Effects of High
Imports."”

A statement from John R.. Stockton,
director of the Bureau of Business Re-
search of the University of Texas.

Dr. Stockton is one of the outstanding
economists in the Nation and his state-
ment is entitled to the careful considera-
tion of every American. ¢

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: ¥

STATEMENT BY SENATOR YARBOROUGH

I respectfully inquire if there is any Mem-
ber of this Senate, or this administration,
or the President himself, who has the
Bllghtest idea whether or when corrective
action will be taken to stop the flood of for-
eign oil? I, for one, call for an end to these
terrapin tactics. And, 200,000 Texans with-
out jobs, and hundreds of businessmen near
bankruptcy in the Southwest have had more
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than enough of this administration’s refusal
to curb the oil cartel.

I will admit that several times lately, after
reading all these glowing news reports
that the President was about to move, I
thought we were ready to tee off on this
problem. But it's always been a false alarm.
Somebody keeps shouting “fore,” but no
one drives the ball down the green. This
oil imports problem is complex but I believe
the unemployed of the oll-producing States
of the Nation have concluded it's time to
quit puttering around.

As a direct result of administration refusal
to act to curb this flood of cheap foreign oil,
production in my State has been cut to an
alltime low allowable of 8 days in April,
This means another reduction of $4 million
daily income—a cutback that will injure
thousands of workers and property owners.

I again urge the administration to ex-
ercise its authority and cut down the exces-
sive importation of cheap foreign oil.

ForeiGN CrUDE O1L IMPORT RESOLUTION

Resolution introduced by Chalrman J, D.
Givens and passed by unanimous vote in
regular meeting of the Galveston County
Democratic Executive Committee on Febru-
ary 25, 1958:

“Whereas the import of foreign oil into the
United States has seriously affected the
Texas independent oil producers and manu-
facturers; and

“Whereas these imports have affected the
employment of workers in the oll and allied
industries; and in turn will seriously affect
the economy of our local communities; and

“Whereas these imports have caused a
cutback in the oil production in the State
of Texas which brings about a loss of revenue
to the State of countless thousands of dol-
lars; and

“Whereas the proposal by President Eisen=-
hower for voluntary curbs on imports is im-
practical and ineflective and has not pro-
duced any desired results: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Galveston County
Democratic Executive Committee urge the
United States Senators and all the United
States Congressmen from Texas to take im-
mediate steps to curb the imports of foreign
oils or to impose an import tax so that the
Texas crude producers can fairly and justly
compete with the forelgn imports.”

[From the Dallas Morning News of
March 21, 1958]

O1L PropuciNg DAYs CUT TO RECORD EIGHT

(By Richard M. Morehead, Austin Bureau of
the News)

Avustiv, TeEx.—The railroad commission
Thursday cut Texas' oil wells to a record
low 8-day producing schedule for April—but
there were predictions of better times ahead.

“It looks like the worst part of the busi-
ness recession is over,” President W. K.
Whiteford of Gulf Oil Corp., testified.

The commission’s monthly proration hear-
Ang in the Stephen F. Austin Hotel drew the
largest crowd—about 400—in many years.

It marked the interest of producers and
purchasers alike in seeking to solve the
problem of oversupply. Some predicted that
the worst will be over in April, and that
Texas production can be increased.

A surprise witness, President R. R. Daw-
son of the Humble Refinery Workers’ Union
at Baytown, urged the commission to in-
crease production now—to meet the com-
petition from foreign crude on a price basis.

“We must tighten our belts and fight for
our industry in Texas,” sald Dawson. “If
the prices were to fall slightly so that we
could compete with foreign ecrude, and our
production increase sharply as our oil
found more buyers in the market place,
would this be a castastrophe?”

Nobody answered Dawson directly, but
Dallas independent producer Jake L. Hamon
had testified that failure to reduce the na=-
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tion's excessive petroleum stocks would be
“tragic.”

“We ought to meet this problem head on,"”
sald Hamon, who recommended an 8-day
schedule on behalf of more than 100 Dallas
oilmen.

M. G. Hansbro, a Houston independent,
had a more drastic suggestion.

“Shut all Texas fields down until the sur=-
plus is consumed,” he recommended.

Permissible production in April will be
2,444,571 barrels daily, 120,203 barrels below
last week'’s average. It will drop the State's
?uotlza 1,400,000 barrels below the March 1957
evel,

This means a reduction of more than $4
million dally income for Texas oll produc-
ers and royalty owners. Tax revenues to the
State alone will be nearly $200,000 daily
below the year-ago rate.

The slowdown in tax income will add to
the legislature’s woes next year. Comptrol-
ler R. 8. Calvert already had estimated at
least $120 million must be raised to main-
tain present State services in the face of
shrinking oil output.

While Gulf's President Whiteford ex-
pressed optimism that the worst of the
business recession is over, nobody forecast
much immediate benefit to the domestic
oil producer.

M. E. Speaght, executive vice president of
Shell Oil Co., estimated United States con-
sumption this year will be 3.6 percent ahead
of last year's disappointing performance.

Another two dozen big-company spokes-
men estimated smaller gains—or none at all.

Morgan J. Davis, president of Humble
Oil & Refining Co., Texas' biggest producer
and purchasing company, said domestic pro-
ducers must reduce unit costs on oil to
compete with the foreign product.

Davis recommended drilling fewer non-
exploratory wells and curbing other capital
expenditures. The Humble spokesman said
the Nation could reduce its annual drilling
program to 40,000 or 50,000 wells without
harm—instead of the 59,000 drilled last year,

The Nation's developed oil-producing ca=- '
pacity of nearly 10 million barrels daily
provides a large margin of safety for
emergency, Davis added. Present produc-
tion is below 6,500,000 barrels. }

But Davis sald the most pressing need
now is for immediate and effective action to
reduce imports of crude oil substantially
and to control imports of products.

Dallas producer Hamon viewed as a hope-
ful sign President Eisenhower’s indication
to United States Senator LyNpon B. JoHN-
soN that there will be definite action toward
the import problem.

Commissioner Ernest O. Thompson drew
from Gulf’s President Whiteford a statement
that further reduction in imports *“would be
helpful” but he declined to go along with
the Texas suggested 20-percent mandatory
cut. Gulf is a major importer.

George W. Goad, representing Tidewater
0il Co., was quizzed by Thompson concern-
ing its faillure to observe the voluntary
import quota assigned by Federal adminis-
trators. Thompson cited this as evidence
that voluntary action will not work.

Three other Dallas producers spoke for
the 8-day schedule. They were M. G. Lang-
horn, representing Hunt Oil Co.; Frank Pitts,
Starr Oil Co., and Frank Douglas, the G. H.
Vaughn interests.

J. L. Latimer, of Dallas, president of Mag=
nolia Petroleum Co., predicted oill consump-
tion this year will be 1.5 to 2 percent greater
than last year. His company recommended
8 9-day producing schedule for April, but
sald 8 days would be satisfactory.

[From the Abilene Reporter-News of
March 19, 1958]
WRECKING TAX STRUCTURE—WITNESSES CITE
DaMAaGING EFFECTS OF HIGH IMPORTS
Witnesses from Abilene and other sections
of Texas Tuesday told the Governors Imports
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Study Commission that excessive imports
were shutting down the petroleum industry,
wrecking the State’s tax structure, and en-
dangering the oil conservation program.

Olin Culberson, chairman of the Railroad
Commission of Texas, declared that imports
now have “first call on the domestic market.”

“States find themselves increasingly in
the role of filling oil requirements on a
supplemental basis,” Culberson said.

He hinted that the Railroad Commission
may take steps to cut down on purchaser
proration if it continues.

Referring to “discriminatory practices” of
some purchasing companies, he said he be-
lieves the commission soon may test what
he termed “additional powers given it to set
forth stringent requirements for the pur-
chasing and transporting of oil.”

“Nothing we can do In Texas, however, will
bring a balance if imports continue at the
present level,” Culberson sald. He added that
there is a danger of “further congquest of
State powers by Federal authorities” if man-
datory controls are ordered.

“But imports must be restrained if we are
to have a healthy oil industry in our State,”
he declared.

ABILENE AREA HARD HIT

James 8. Lauderdale, president of the West
Central Texas Oll and Gas Association, said
the Abilene area is harder hit than any other
section of the Natlon so far as purchaser
proration is concerned.

“We lead the Nation in unconnected wells,
trucked oil, o'l without a market, and pur-
chaser proration,” he sald.

Drilling activity in west-central Texas has
been reduced by nearly 40 percent as com-
pared to a year ago, Lauderdale said.

“One service company that services 55 per-
cent of the drilling rigs in the area has suf-
fered a 60 percent dollar volume decrease
from 1955."

Cheap foreign oil “is about to eliminate
many of us who for years have been proud to
say, 'I am an ollman,’” Lauderdale concluded

C. T. McLaughlin, of Snyder, president of
the Sharon Ridge Producers & Royalty
Owners Association, said the fleld his group
is interested in was hit earlier and harder
than most.

That area of north Mitchell and south
Scurry Counties has about 1,636 wells, with
independent producers operating 95 percent
of them.

McLaughlin said only about one-half of
the State allowable is being taken from the
field, and drilling rigs digging development
wells have dwindled from 20 in normal times
to only one this week.

Dr. Frank B. Conselman, widely known
consulting geologist with headquarters in
Abllene, refuted the idea that the United
BStates is running out of oil.

NO EXPLORATION

*“We are fully aware that we must keep on
drilling if we are to maintain our reserves,”
Conselman said. “But unfortunately no ex-
ploration drilling program can be maintained
in west Texas, or anywhere else in the State,
in the face of the adverse conditions that now
exist, due primarily to imports.”

He sald the decline comes at a time when

progress was being made in looking for more
difficult oil prospects, namely stratigraphic
traps.
“Here in west central Texas, patterns are
beginning to emerge, and trends are starting
to take shape,” he said. “Our finding aver-
age should pick up, if we can get a chance
to prove it.”

James H. Daniel, chairman of the Abilene
Chamber of Commerce Oil and Gas Commit-
tee, was accompanied by three men repre-
senting grassroots phases of the petroleum
industry. They were Grady Roberts, partner
in Triangle Supply Co.; Melvin Dixon, owner
of Dixon Drilling Co.; and Paul Graham,
operator of a trucking firm.

All three, in answer to questions, said
their businesses are dwindling, and that they
could not continue to operate if the current
9-day allowable remains in effect indefinitely.

Berry Brown, Wichita Falls tax consultant,
told the commission that imports, price cuts,
and pipeline proration will have an adverse
effect on ad valorem taxes in 1968,

“0Oil in the ground now is worth from 20
to 80 percent less,” Brown said.

OIL VALUE DROPS

It will be necessary for schools, counties,
and the State to revise all assessment per-
centages if current rate of spending con-
tinues.

“I think oil has lost value it's not going
to get back,” Brown declared. “We’d better
pack our wagons for a long haul.”

Senator David Ratliff, of Stamford, said
the State must start economizing or levy
new taxes,

“The costs of running the State are on the
increase, and we will have a deficit even at
the current rate of spending,” Ratliff said.

Representative Truet Latimer, of Abilene,
sald he didn’t believe the recession in west
central Texas is part of the general recession
sweeping across the United States, “but is
due to excessive oil imports.” i1

He pointed out that the current estimate
of anticipated income for the State was
based on a 15-day production pattern, and
nothing could be done until the next session
of the legislature.

“It is my personal opinion that if the Texas
Legislature met each year, your State gov-
ernment would not be in its present embar-
rassing position of issuing hot checks.”

Representative J. Gordon Bristow, of Big
Spring, gave extemporaneous testimony that
was short and to the point.

Commenting on imports, he sald: “Gentle-
men, we're foundered. We don’'t need any
more of that stuff.”

R. W. (Stormy) Thompson, of Blg Spring,
vice president of Cosden Petroleum Corp.,
said he favored a tarlff system of imports
control rather than a quota system.

“Refineries would lose their enthuslasm
for foreign crude if the duty were raised so
as to equalized prices,” Thompson sald.

Thompson sald Cosden was forced to shut
down its Hawley refinery mainly because of
a cut in purchasing of aviation gasoline by
the Air Force.

PIPELINE PRORATION

“For 2 or 3 years we have had to apply
pipeline proration in the areas we buy crude
because we don’t need all the wells can pro-
duce,” Thompson said. “We always have
given new wells a share of our market, how=
ever.”

Thompson sald crude prices are now deter-
mined by the east coast refineries where
cheap foreign oil iz available.

Fred Husbands, executive vice president
of the West Texas Chamber of Commerce,
saild that a recent survey by his organiza-
tion showed employment down 17 percent in
19 oll-producing counties.

“In two of the most active and largest
areas within our region, we find that the
reduction in mnumber of active drilling rigs
is 34 percent,” Husbands sald.

John Culwell, superintendent of public
schools in Big Spring, said imports are caus-
ing a decrease in revenue for every school
in the State.

“Directly and indirectly oil affects every
schools’ financial standing,” he said.

R. L. Barry, with the Handley Co. in Dal-
las, appeared at his own request to urge that
a higher tariff on imports be sought rather
than mandatory controls. He said he did not
want to see the oil business regulated as is
the farm business, so that “we'd have to get
permission from Washington to drill on the
north 40.”
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J. Harold Dunn, presldent of Shamrock
Oil & Gas Corp., In Amarillo, also appeared
as an impromptu witness,

He said his company was forced to insti-
tute pipeline proration at times during the
last 2 years because of inability to sell its
surplus crude.

STATEMENT oF DR. JoHN R. STOCKTON

(Statement by John R. Stockton, director
of the bureau of business research of the
University of Texas and a member of the
governor’s oil import study commission.
This statement draws some tentative conclu-
sions from the testimony before the gover-
nor's oil import study commission at its
hearing in Austin on February 25 and 26,
1958.)

The testimony before the governor's ofil
import study commission in Austin on Feb-
ruary 25 and 26 established the sallent facts
about the oil import situation and its effect
on Texas and delineated rather clearly the
alternative courses that are open to the
United States. It will be the role of future
hearings to fill in factual data on specific
aspects of the larger problem, but the main
issues were drawn in an unmistakenly clear
manner,

The effects of the reduction in the Texas
allowable are readily available for everyone
to see. The reduction in the production of
crude oil has slowed down exploration with
a resulting decrease in income to everyone
working in this industry or selling materials
and services to it. The employment statistics
for the crude production industry have not
yet registered the effect of the reduced pro-
duction, partly because there is a lag in
reducing the labor force and partly because
it 1s not feasible to cut the number of em-
ployees proportionately to the reduction in
production. Reduced income to royalty
owners and reduced taxes to the State treas-
ury will, on the other hand, be felt im-
mediately upon the cut in production. Ex-
tenslve testimony was introduced to establish
the importance of the taxpayments of the
oil-producing industry to the income of the
State government and the dependence of
the varlous programs on this income.

The present situation, which was almost
unanimously considered a crisis, has become
particularly acute because the Increase in
crude oil imports has come at a time when
the domestic economy was in a period of
rather distinct recession, although this de-
cline 1s considered to be a minor one that
will probably reverse its direction within the
next year.

With the reopening of the Suez Canal the
world capacity to supply petroleum to the
major consuming areas became much greater
than demand at the present time., The
United States demonstrated that it could not
only supply all of its own needs but could
make a substantial amount of oil avallable
to European markets. To the extent that
the market in the United States is supplied
by foreign crude, the production in this
country must be cut.

It was clearly demonstrated by the evi-
dence submitted to the commission that this
present situation is not one that will correct
itself in time. Approximately two-thirds of
the reserves of the Free World are in the
Middle East. These reserves are nearly five
times the reserves of the United States, In
addition production costs are lower than in
this country.

If the forces of economic law are allowed
to divide the market for petroleum, foreign
production would inevitably eapture a major
portlon of the United States market. It was
clear from the evidence submitted that this
is a long-range problem and a policy must be
established by the United States without
delay. Under present costs, most of the oil
produced in the United States cannot com-
pete in price with the oil from the Middle
East. If this oil is permitted to compete
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freely in the United States market, it will
mean the abandonment of our secondary re-
serves. This premise was established in the
testimony of Dr. Paul D. Torrey, petroleum
engineer and geologist. This testimony was
in many ways the most dramatic of the facts
presented in the 2-day hearing and left little
doubt that the choice being faced by the
people of the United States 1s between shift-
ing to a reliance on foreign sources of oil
or curtailing imports of oll and continuing
to depend to a major degree on the secondary
reserves of this country. The older wells
in the secondary reserves cannot compete on
a cost basis with the oil from such areas as
the Middle East, but in the aggregate they
represent a very large amount of oil. Dr.
Torrey stated that they are preclous re-
sources and should under no circumstances
be permitted to be lost,

The testimony emphasized that it is not
valld to argue that we should use foreign
oil now and save the secondary reserves for
later use, since it is virtually impossible to
retain the secondary reserves without con-
tinuing production from them.: The choice
apparently is clearly one of maintaining the
oll industry by restricting imports or shifting
to a substantial reliance on these foreign
sources,

Classical free-trade theory maintains that
a country should produce the goods in which
it has the greatest relative advantage and
should trade with other areas for those
goods in which it has a lesser relative advan-
tage., This theory has, in general, worked
well only where the area covered was under
the control of one government. The do-
mestic market in the United States is an
outstanding example of a situation where
a region tends to acquire industries in which
it has a relative advantage.

But what happens when this reasoning
is applied to a world situation? It seems
unthinkable that in the present state of
international relations the United States
would voluntarily permit a vital resource,
such as petroleum, to be virtually destroyed
and relilance be placed on imported oil,

Probably no one in this country would ad-

vocate such a policy, but permitting ex
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so strong in the minds of at least some por-
tions of the general public that the topic
is worth dealing with again. Basically, fur-
thermore, the bellef in the Government’s
magic seems to center around its ability to
spend more than it takes In—whether
through public works, tax cuts, or other red-
ink devices—and this fact gives us a rela-
tively simple approach to the topic,

The ability to spend more than one's in-
come has never been regarded as a skill
difficult to learn. Nor has it, through most
of history, possessed much respectability.
Politicians, of course, thousands of years ago
discovered its virtues for staying in office,
as witness the Roman Emperors with their
circuses. But the 20th century, with its spe-
cial reverence for science, was the first to
develop the pseudoscientific theory that gov-
ernmental red ink means good business.

Even at that, popular as such a notion was
bound to be among many people, it somehow
gained little credence until the recent boom,
which saw inflation and good business ac-
company each other. Now, as a result in part
of that experience, the theory has acquired
increased numbers of adherents. Yet a look
at a few facts will quickly show how poorly
based it is. 3

One of the best arguments against the
theory is that it just didn’t work at all in
the 1930’s, either under Hoover or Roosevelt.
The Federal deficits in those years were very
large by the standards of those days and big
even by today's lights. Yet unemployment
persisted at high levels throughout the pe-
riod, with unemployment totals higher than

now, although the labor force was smaller

by 20 million persons, being around 50 mil-
lion against 70 million today. Here are the
figures, starting with 1932:

[In millions]

Fiscal year | Calendar
Federal |year aver-

deficits  |age unem-

sive importe of oil is essentially the same
thing. Even if the use of foreign ofl resulted
in lower prices to the consumer—and there
is no evidence that this has been the case—
there is no assurance that these lower prices
would continue after the domestic industry
had been closed down.

It is assumed that nuclear or solar energy
will supply a growing proportion of the in-
creased needs for energy and that eventu-
ally the United States will need to import
oil to supplement energy from domestic
sources. All of the testimony received by the
commission, however, indicates that the im-
portation of foreign oil at the present time is
damaging the economy of the oil-producing
States and is in no way helping the economy
of other parts of the country.

THE RECESSION

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp a very excellent
article written by Mr. George Shea, of
the Wall Street Journal, with respect to
the existing recession.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal of March 24,
1958]

APPRATSAL OF CURRENT TRENDS IN BUSINESS
AND FINANCE
(By George Shea)
Reliance on the power of the Federal Gov-
ernment to reverse the recession seems to be
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Another fact that tends to put the burden
of proof on those who want to believe the
theory is that the continued price inflation
of the last 2 years has not prevented the
Nation from slipping into recession. Of
course, the causes of the latest general price
rise are mixed, but it suffices here to mention
that they couldn't have been financed with-
out money, so it doesn’t seem to be lack of
money that has caused the recession.

That matter of money lies at the heart of
this problem. The theory that Federal red
ink makes good business is based on the idea
that such red ink spreads money around,
and that this money will be used right away
to buy goods or services, thus ending the
recession. It is true that Federal red ink is
basically nothing but a special way of print-
ing additional currency, and that in the long
run floods of paper money will cheapen its
value and raise prices expressed in paper
units.

The problem is that, in any well estab-
lished economic system, passing out the
money to the people who will immediately
spend it is very difficult. A good example of
the difficulty is that a tax cut won’t help
the unemployed, though they are the very
people whose income is in need of bolstering,
There are no special funnels which will put
red Ink in just the right places. The system
just 1sn't organized that way. It's organized
to pay for value received in terms of goods

ployment -
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or services which are wanted and purchased,
and a Government deficit can’t quickly
change in any radical way a distribution of
incomes which is organized in that fashion.

Much the same sort of problem arises in
any Federal effort to fight recession., The
housing bill just passed by Congress isn't
glven by builders much chance to stimulate
construction appreciably, as a story in this
paper a couple of days ago made clear. A
few potential buyers who have been teetering
on the edge might be induced to act when
the easier terms are available, but mostly
those who will take advantage of the new
terms are people who were planning to buy
anyhow.

Public works cannot be counted on al-
ways to add to the total amount of work
done in the Nation. For instance, to what
extent will a new Federal highway bypass
permit a town to cut down its own road
work?

Shifting the burden of taxes is another
course frequently advocated as a stimulant.
According to this theory, the well-to-do
must be made to pay more taxes and the
poor less. Perhaps by this method a few
buyers might be added for shirts or even
toasters, but Ilikewise some investors in
houses or in productive equipment might
be subtracted. In addition, here the same
problem arises as with a general tax cut,
that of helping those with no jobs. It is
far easier to slash substantial incomes by
taxation than to use it to improve small in-
comes.

Finally, there is the idea of ralsing wages
by passing new minimum wage laws or using
the power of Government to help enforce
higher wage demands. Yet rising wages have
been of no help lately. Hourly rates have
been going up steadily for years, and kept
on rising last year. If that didn't prevent
the recession from getting under way, what
makes anyone think it would reverse the
downtrend?

Government actions and policles, includ-
ing the so-called built-in stabilizers, such as
Jobless pay, can soften the blow of a business
downturn, but probably it still has to run its
course. Such measures resemble the action
of various drugs in fighting an illness. Their
proper use keeps the patient from getting as
sick as he otherwise might. But he still
has to stay in bed and convalesce, as was
the case in the days before antibiotics and
new theories about Government deficits.

HALL OF FAME FOR AGRICULTURE

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, some
time ago I submitted Senate Concurrent
Resolution 70, which, if approved by the
Congress, would endorse the establish-
ment of a Hall of Fame for Agriculture.

Since the submission of the resolution,
I have received much mail and many edi-
torials commenting on it.

I am calling to the attention of the
Senate an editorial written by Mr. A. Q.
Miller, of the Belleville Telescope, Belle-
ville, Kans., urging that special consid-
eration be given to the name of a former
Member of this body, the late Arthur
Capper.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

CAPPER HALL OF FAME

Congressman Frang CarusoN introduced
a resolution in the Senate last week calling
for the establishment of a Hall of Fame to
Agriculture because of the important role
it has played in the development of our Na-
tion. What is more, CarLsON proposed it be
named after the late Senator Arthur Capper
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because of his devotion to agriculture during
his three decades in public life. Every loyal
Kansan and millions of readers of Capper
publications throughout the Nation will say
“amen” to the suggestion. One of my finest
memories is my nearly 60 years of friendship
with Arthur Capper—{rom the time he was
a printer on the Garnett Review and J. K,
Hudson's old Topeka Capital, to his pur-
chase of the North Topeka Mail and Breeze,
retaining Tom McNeal as editor—and then
the money he borrowed from the Mulvane
bank to make a downpayment on the To-
peka Capital. In all his public career he
took the position that he was the servant
and not the master of his constituents.

A GOVERNMENT LAWYER LOOKS AT
LITTLE ROCK

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, War-
ren Olney III is a distinguished Cali-
fornia lawyer who served with marked
distinction as Assistant Attorney General
of the United States for several years in
the immediate past.

In Monterey, Calif., on Thursday,
October 3 last, he spoke to a Conference
of Barristers of the State Bar of Cali-
fornia on the subject, “A Government
Lawyer Looks at Little Rock.” His pres-
entation of the series of events surround-
ing the unhappy situation in Little Rock,
Ark., is excellent and clear.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of Mr. Olney’s address be incorporated
in the body of the REcorp for easy
availability to the Members of the Sen-
ate.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

A GOVERNMENT LAWYER LOOKS AT LITTLE

Rock
(Address by Warren Olney III, Assistant At-
torney General of the United States, de-
livered before the Conference of Barristers
of the State Bar of California, Monterey,

Calif., October 3, 1957)

I am grateful for the invitation to address
the Conference of Barristers of the State
Bar of Callfornia today. It is a privilege for
any lawyer to meet with and speak to the
younger members of our profession who are
interested in trial work.

In June when I received your invitation
1 was delighted to accept, partly because 1
naturally welcome a good excuse for return-
ing home to California for a visit and part-
1y because of an even more understandable
desire to renew my ties with old friends and
assoclates and with the State Bar of Cali-
fornia in view of the plan which I have
had for a long time to leave Washington
and return this fall to California perma-
nently.

When I accepted your invitation—only last
June—I was rather hard put to think of the
subject that I should talk to you about.
Now I have no choice. So quickly has the
crisis In our Government arisen in Little
Rock.

Torrents of vitriolic oratory have already
begun to flow on this subject and will, I
have no doubt, continue to spew forth for a
long time. I do not seek to swell this
cresting flood.

‘What I shall try to do this morning is
to tell you as dispassionately as I can how
the legal developments in this matter loocked
at the time to the Government lawyers most
concerned.

The fateful developments of September
1957 were preceded by litigation in which the
Government took no part but which none-
theless is an essential part of the story.
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After “a great civil war, testing whether
this Nation or any nation * * * concelved
in liberty and dedicated to the proposition
that all men are created equal * * * can
long endure,” the Constitution of the United
States was amended to provide that "No
State shall * * * deny to any person within
its jurisdiction the equal protection of the
laws.”

On May 17, 1954, the Supreme Court of the
United States by unanimous decision held
that “separate educational facilities [on a
raclal basis] are essentlally unequal” and
that those against whom such restrictions
are enforced are thereby deprived “of the
equal protection of the laws guaranteed by
the 14th amendment” (Brown v. Board of
Education (347 U. 5. 483) ).

At this point I want to inject parentheti-
cally some observations on the positions of
the Government lawyer—all Government
lawyers. Other persons can and have gques-
tioned the wisdom, reasoning, and even the
validity of this decision of the Supreme
Court in the school segregation cases. Some
persons, even Members of the Senate of the
United States, have urged massive resistance
to putting the principle of this decision into
practice. The Government lawver cannot
indulge in any such guestioning. Whatever
his personal views, or his likes and dislikes,
it is unthinkable that in his official actlons
he would fail to accept as controlling a
unanimous decision of the Supreme Court as
to the scope and meaning of the Constitu-
tion of the United States. Every Govern-
ment lawyer has taken an oath “to support
the Constitution of the United States” and
to him that means the Constitution as in-
terpreted and declared by the Supreme Court
of the United BStates. The Government
lawyer is as much bound by his cath to sup-
port the Constitution as is the President
himself,

Only 3 days after the decision of the Su-
preme Court of the school segregation cases
in May of 1954, the board of education of
the city of Little Rock publicly announced
that it intended to comply with the consti-
tutional requirements and that it would pro-
ceed to develop a plan for eliminating the
racial restrictions upon attendance in the
Little Rock schools. In May of the following
year the Little Rock School Board approved
and published its plan for the gradual elim-
ination of racial segregation from the schools.
The action taken by the school board up to
this point was voluntary and local. The
Federal Government played no part in its
adoption.

Subsequent to the adoption of the plan,
the superintendent of schools not only made
it public but read and explained it to ap-
proximately 200 local groups and organiza-
tlons in an effort to obtain public acceptance
of its provisions. The school board which
had approved the plan was reelected with
the plan’s adoption as an issue. At this
point the most serious opposition to the
plan came from those who regarded its pro-
gram of integration as too slow.

The plan proposed was indeed deliberate.
It was to be accomplished over a period of
not less than 8 years from its announcement.
It was to begin in September of 1957 with
the admission into the Little Rock Central
High School, having a student body of ap-
proximately 2,000 students, of only 10 Ne-
gro students. The plan was promptly chal-
lenged in the courts as being too gradual.
A suit was filed in the United States district
court by a group of Negro students seeking
admission to the school, challenging the
school board’s program on the ground that it
was 80 gradual that it did not comply with
the requirement that raclal segregation be
eliminated from the schools with all delib-
erate speed. This challenge failed in the
distriet court, which held that the school
board’s plan was consistent with the law and
should be approved.
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In view of the repeated references of Gov.
Orval Faubus to “imported” Federal judges,
it is worth noting that this first decislon
made on August 28, 1856, approving the
school board’s plan was rendered by Judge
John E. Miller, regularly assigned to the
western district of Arkansas, and a resident
of Arkansas and former Congressman and
Senator for that State.

An appeal was taken from the decision of
the district court, but the judgment was af-
firmed, the Court of Appeals for the Eighth
Circuit also holding that the school board’s
plan was in conformity with the law. Aaron
v. Cooper (243 Fed. (2d) 361 (1957)). The
Federal Government had no occasion to take
any part in the litigation ¥ have just de-
scribed.

The very first action taken by the Depart-
ment of Justice with respect to the situa-
tion in Little Rock was taken on request
from Gov. Orval Faubus himself. At his
personal request, Mr. A. B. Caldwell, my
assistant for clvil rights in the Criminal
Division and himself a native and former
resident of Arkansas, was sent to Little Rock
on August 28, 19567, to confer privately with
the Governor. At the time this request for
a conference seemed curious to us. The
Governor's subsequent action has given it
a significance which was not appreciated
by us at the time. The Governor informed
Mr. Caldwell that he had reason to appre-
hend there might be some disturbance at
the Central High School when school opened
on September 3 if the Negro children who
were eligible for admission under the school
board’s plan should present themselves. No
statement was ever made by him as to the
basis for these apprehensions. The confer-
ences consisted in largest part of questions
addressed to Mr. Caldwell as to what action
would or could be taken by the Department
of Justice in the event that disturbances
over the school board’s plan did develop.

In response, and of necessity, the Gover-
nor was Informed that the development of
a disturbance at the school would not of
itself provide any basis for action by Federal
authorities. It was pointed out that the
United States had had nothing to do with
the school board's plan and was not a party
to the litigation in which the plan had been
approved. The Governor inguired about
the actlon taken by the Department last
year in connection with the disturbances
that arose over the schools at Clinton, Tenn.
It was pointed out to him that in that in-
stance the Federal district court had issued
an injunction at the request of the school
board against certaln named persons from
interfering with the efforts of the school
board to put its plan into effect and that
when this order was violated, and the obh-
struction continued, that the court had
requested the assistance of the United States
Attorney and of the Department of Justice
in making its order and process effectual.

At this conference Governor Faubus in-
formed Mr. Caldwell that at the suggestion
of the Governor himself a suit had been filed
in the Arkansas Chancery Court by a group
of mothers having children in the Central
High School seeking an injunection to re-
strain the school board from admitting the
Negro children in accordance with its plan.
The Governor stated he hoped this suit would
be successful as the granting of such an in-
Jjunction would continue the school on a
segregated status and thus prevent trouble
from sarising. The very next day the suit
in the Arkansas Chancery Court which the
Governor had mentioned came on for a hear-
ing and the Governor himself appeared as
a witness in support of the prayer for an
injunction. Here again the Governor failed
to give any specific information as to the
basis for his apprehensions of trouble if the
Negro students were admitted  to school.

Notwithstanding the inadequate nature
of this showing, the injunction was granted




1958

by the chancery court. This was followed
immediately by application being made by
the school board to the Federal district court
for an order prohibiting the State court from
interfering with the efforts of the school
board to carry its plan for the admission of
the Negro students into effect.

It was at this point that United States
District Judge Ronald N. Davies of North
Dakota, who has been referred to by Gov-
ernor Faubus as an imported judge, as
though he were a foreigner, first entered
these proceedings. The reason for his par-
ticipation is entirely normal and is as fol-
iows: Judge Trimble, of Little Rock, retired
from the bench in January 1857, leaving
no Federal judge permanently assigned to
git in Little Rock. For this reason the case
involving the school board’s plan had been
assigned to Judge John E. Miller, who had
issued the order of August 28, 185¢. approv-
ing the board's plan, and who is regularly
assigned to sit at Fort Smith, Ark., 160 miles
away from Little Rock. Quite aside from
this litigation and because of the accumu-
lating cases on the court’s calendar in Little
Rock, Chief Judge Archibald K. Gardner of
the eighth circuit assigned Judge Davies of
North Dakota, whose calendar was light, to
sit in Little Rock for the purpose of clearing
the calendar there. Judge Davies was actu-
ally sitting in Little Rock hearing cases when
the Arkansas Chancery Court issued its In-
junction to restrain the school board.

With the prospect of suddenly expanding
litigation in Little Rock, the attorneys for
the school board complained to Judge Mil-
ler in Fort Smith about the time, distance,
and expense involved in his trying to con-
tinue to handle the case from a distance
of 160 miles. As a result Judge Miller re-
quested Chief Judge Gardner of the eighth
circuit to transfer the school board litiga-
tion to Judge Davies who was then holding
«court on the scene in Little Rock, and this
request was granted. This is the reason
and the manner in which Judge Davies was
assigned to the case. This is the assignment
Governor Faubus represents as sinister.

As a result of these proceedings Judge
Davies, on August 30, acting on petition of
the school board, enjoined plaintiffs in the
Arkansas Chancery Court and all other per-
sons from interfering with the effort of the
school board from carrying into effect its
plan to admit the Negro students to Central
High School.

With this order in effect, and without any
effort having been made to appeal, review, or
supersede it, and having full knowledge of
its terms, Governor Faubus called to active
duty certain units of the Arkansas Natlonal
Guard which he directed to surround Cen-
tral High School. He stated he took this
action to prevent any disturbance of the
public peace and good order, although here
agaln he failed to particularizz as to his
reasons for believing that the peace might
be disturbed.

At this time the Governor informed the
press that he had not ordered the Guard
to exclude the Negro children but had left
it to the discretion of the Guard as to how
they should undertake to preserve the peace.
But he did state that it was his belief that
peace and good order could not be main-
‘tained if the Negro children were admitted.

In view of this, the school board addressed
a public request to the Negro children not
to attempt to enter the school until the
dilemma was resolved.

School opened September 3 with Governor
Faubus' Guardsmen at thelr stations, pre-
pared to bar entry to all Negro students al-
though none attempted to enter on that day,

With these developments the school board
on September 3 petitioned the Federal court
for instructions as to whether the board
should recall its request to Negro students
not to appear. In response the court
directed the board to withdraw the request
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and to proceed with the acceptance of the
Negro students forthwith. The court stated
that he would accept at face value the Gov-
ernor’s statement that he had no purpose

pting to p ve order, The next day
nine Negro students appeared at the high
school and tried to enter, but the Guardsmen
stood shoulder to shoulder and they were
repulsed. The effort was not immediately
renewed.

The school board now applied to the Fed-
eral court for a temporary suspension of its
plan because of the effect of the presence
of the Guardsmen on the schoolchildren.
Judge Davies held that this was not legal
justification for the abandonment of the
plan ana of the board's attempt to comply
with the Constitution and the law. Up to
this point the Department of Justice had
taken no part in these proceedings for the
very good reason that there is no provision
of law under which the Attorney General
could have taken action.

Judge Davies now appealed to the United
States attorney and the Attorney General
to assist the court in determining why and
by whom the order of the court was being
obstructed and the plans of the school board
thwarted. This inquiry was undertaken by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and a
report on the subject was submitted to the
court on September 9. The most significant
development in this Investigation was the
development of documentary proof that in
his original instructions to the National
Guard Governor Faubus had failed to order
the Guard to protect the Negro students
who were applying for admission to the
school, but on the contrary, had ordered
the Guard expressly to exclude them all from
the school premises. This was a deliberate
nullification of the Constitution and laws
of the United States perpetrated by Gov-
ernor Faubus with the force of his troops.
It was at the same time a frustration of the
orders of the district court.

After learning of the order given to his
Guardsmen by Governor Faubus, the court
entered a formal order reciting that in the
opinion of the court, “the public interest in
the administration of justice should be rep-
resented In these proceedings.” He requested
the Attorney General and the United States
attorney to enter the cace and assist as
amicus curiae. Judge Davies specifically em-
powered the Government to submit plead-
ings, evidence, arguments and briefs in the
litigation, as well as to initiate such fur-
ther proceedings as might be appropriate.
In addition, the court directed the Govern-
ment to serve on the Governor and the
commanders of the National Guard detach-
ment an order to show cause why an injune-
tion should not be granted agailnst their
further interference with and obstruction of
the previous order of the court that the
school hoard's plan of integration should
be carried into immediate eifect.

The appropriate pleadings were filed and
on September 10 Governor Faubus emerged
from his self-imposed siege in his mansion
at Little Rock and accepted service without
difficulty. The hearing on petition for an
injunction was set down for September 20.

As lawyers you will readily perceive that
these proceedings are unusual. They are,
however, not without precedent.

It would be strange, indeed, if the judi-
clary lacked the power to appeal to the exec-
utive branch of the Government for assist-
ance where the orders and processes of the
court are being deliberately and forcibly
thwarted and obstructed.

In the case of Universal Oil Company v.
Root Rejfining Company (328 U. 8. 575, 581
(1946) ) the Supreme Court held that for the
purpose of vindicating its honor and making
its process effective as a means of adminis-
tering justice, a Federal court can always
call on the law officers of the United States
to serve as amici.
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The power of a Federal court to review
the action of a governor of a State in using
military force to achieve ends which are
unconstitutional has also been settled by
precedent. I shall not attempt to give you
a brief of the law or even to mention the
holdings on the varied aspects of this ques-
tion. As illustrative, however, I call the at-
tention of those of you who are interested,
to the cases of. Sterling v. Constantin (287
U. 5, 878 (1932)), United States v. Phillips
(33 Fed. Supp. 261 (D. C. Okla., N. D,
1849) ), with further proceedings in 312 U.
S. 246 (1941) and Strutwear Knitting Co. v.
Olson (13 Fed. Supp. 38¢ (D. C. Minn.
1938) ).

In the last named case the National Guard
was used by a governor to close a factory to
prevent probable loss of life and property
from the acts of a mob objecting to its opera-
tion. The court held that this was not a
permissible use of force saying:

“It is certain that while the State govern-
ment is functioning, it cannot suppress dis-
orders the object of which is to deprive citi-
zens of their lawful rights by using its forces
to assist in carrying out the unlawful pur-
poses of those who create the disorders, or by
suppressing rights which it is the duty of
the State to defend. The use of troops or
police for such purposes would breed vio-
lence. It would constitute an assurance to
those who resort to violence to attain their
ends that, if they gathered in sufficient num-
bers to constitute a menace to life, the forces
of law would not only not oppose them, but
would actually assist them in accomplishing
their objective. There could be but one final
result, namely, a complete breakdown of
government and a resort to force both by the
law-abiding and the lawless.”

It will undoubtedly occur to some of you
that if the law is this clear, the matter might
have been brought to a head more quickly
by the Government seeking an immediate
temporary ‘restraining order instead of peti-
tioning for a preliminary injunction with a
10-day delay prior to hearing. This course
and the date of the hearing were set by
Judge Davies. Perhaps he wanted to give
the Governor an opportunity to conform to
the requirements of the Federal Constitution
and law as he had promised to do when he
met with President Eisenhower in Newport.
Poseibly Judge Davies was reluctant to be-
lieve that a governor of a State would delib-
erately and intentionally use his troops to
obstruct the orders of a Federal court and
attempt to nullify the Constitution and laws
of the United States. In any event the court
was definitely of the view that the Governor
should be gerved with notice and afforded an
opportunity to be heard before any injunc-
tlon issued against him or his cfiicers.

You will readily recall the next develop-
ments. Governor Faubus made his dramatic
flight to Rhode Island to confer with Presi-
dent Eisenhower about the situation. While
the official statements that followed this
meeting were noncommittal about details,
Governor Faubus did state publicly that he
recognized integration as the “law of the
land.” It seemed possible that the meeting
might have achieved its purpose of solving
the impasse without force or ultimatum, It
even seemed possible that the Governor
might elther withdraw the Guardsmen from
the high school or revise his order so as to
admit Negro students under the protection
of the Guard, taking such action without the
necessity of a hearing and corder from the
United States court, But Governor Faubus
did not follow any such cource.

On September 20 he entered an appearance
in the district court by counsel, though not
in person. After a series of dilatory motions
and challenges to the jurisdiction of the
court had been denied, the Governor's coun-
sel walked out of court without waiting for
the taking of any testimony, refusing in the
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name of the Governor to recognize the court’s
authority or jurisdiction.

Judge Davies then proceeded without fur-
ther delay to take testimony and enter appro=
priate findings of fact and conclusions of
law. The principal finding was that since
September 2, and up to the time of the hear-
ing on September 20, the units of the Arkan-
sas National Guard had remained at Central
High School and had continued to prevent
eligible Negro students from attending the
school, pursuant to the order issued to the
Guard by the Governor of Arkansas. The
court found that these acts directly ob-
structed and interfered with the carrying out
and effectuation of the court’s orders of Au-
gust 28, 1956, and September 3, 1957, con-
trary to the due and proper administration
of justice. On this basis the court then is-
sued the appropriate injunetion.

It is important to note that the court did
not order the Governor to remove the Na-
tional Guard from the high school or its
vicinity. The court continued to leave it
within the discretion of the Governor to de-
termine whether the presence of the Guards-
men at the school was needed in order to
preserve the public peace and order. All that
the court required was that the Governor and
the Guardsmen desist from preventing the
eligible Negro students from attending school
and from preventing the school board from
putting into execution its plan of integra-
tion as approved by the court.

That evening Governor Faubus told a ra-
dio-television audience he would “exhaust
every legal remedy to appeal this order.
However * * * I will comply.,” The troops
were withdrawn, but to date no steps have
been taken to appeal. A

The events that followed the opening of
school the next Monday are not likely to be
forgotten by any of us. You will recall that
an unruly mob quickly began to gather. You
have seen for yourselves the pictures of white
men, their faces flushed with hate, striking
and kicking the colored news photographers
who happened to be present, and chasing
other Negroes who ventured into the vicinity.
You will recall that the Negro students were
recelved into the school, but that the uproar
caused by the mob outside was so great that
the school authorities, the mayor, and the
city police requested the Negro children to
retire from the school until better protection
could be provided.

The requests of the school and city au-
thorities for assistance againsi this violence
went unheeded by Governor Faubus. It
became all too plain that the public agencies
of the city of Little Rock and the State of
Arkansas either could not or would not pro-
vide the Negro students with the equal pro-
tection of the laws guaranteed to them by
the Constitution of the United States. The
mob, having been inflamed against the
Negroes, was on the verge of breaking into
extremes of vlolence because of the lack of
any real effort by State authorities to curb it.

Consequently, before the day was over
President Eisenhower issued his proclama-
tion calling on the mob to cease and desist
from its obstruction at the school and to
disperse forthwith. The President was act-
ing under authority of chapter 15 of title
10 of the United States Code which I shall
discuss in a moment.

On the following morning the mob again
gathered in front of the Central High School,
notwithstanding the President's proclama-
tion, obviously bent on again preventing the
court's order relating to the admission of
Negro children to the school from belng
carried out. Thereupon the President issued
an Executive order “Providing Assistance for
the Removal of the Obstruction of Justice
Within the State of Arkansas.” This order
authorized and directed the Secretary of De-
fense to order into the active military serv-
ice of the United States as he may deem ap-
propriate any or all units of the National
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Guard to serve for an indefinite period and
until relieved by appropriate orders, to
utilize the Armed Forces of the United States
and to take all appropriate steps to enforce
any orders for the removal of obstruction of
justice in the State of Arkansas with respect
to enrollment and attendance in the Little
Rock School District.

The Secretary acted without delay. A unit
of the Armed Forces was sent to Little Rock
at once, while the Arkansas National Guard
was federalized at the same time. The mob
was dispersed efficiently and with a mini-
mum of incident. The Negro students re-
turned to school under protection of the
soldiers.

Now we are confronted with the extra-
ordinary spectacle of a public school operat-
ing with soldiers present to afford physical
protection for some of its students from an
incipient mob and from the vlolence of
outsiders.

It is too bad that the Federal Government
had to intervene, but no other course was
possible. When the Governor of Arkansas
determined to use the National Guard for
the unlawful purpose of preventing integra-
tion in Little Rock, as planned by its school
board and ordered by the Federal - court,
Federal intervention became inevitable.
The necessity arose from this open defiance
of the law and of the courts. While the
normal agencies for law enforcement were
adequate to keep the peace, they had been
ordered to nullify the law.

Now it is being claimed that the course
followed by the President was illegal.

The President in his inaugural oath swears
and affirms that he will to the best of his
ability “protect and preserve the Constitu-
tion of the United States.” So long as the
Constitution stands; so long as the Supreme
Court’s interpretation stands; so long as the
President maintains his oath, the Federal
Government must step in if State and local
authorities deny to citizens the equal protec-
tion of the laws guaranteed by the 14th
amendment.

The President’s duty rests in the Consti-
tution, but the manner of earrylng it out
has been spelled out in detail by the Con-
gress. Section 332 of title 10 of the United
States Code provides that “Whenever the
President considers that unlawful obstruc-
tions, combinations, or assemblages * * *
against the authority of the United States,
make it impracticable to enforce the laws
of the United States in any State or Terri-
tory by the ordinary course of judicial pro-
ceedings, he may call into Federal service
such of the militia of any State, and use
such of the Armed Forces, as he considers
necessary to enforce those laws.” And the
next section provides additional authority.
Section 334 authorizes the proclamation to
the mob to disperse as a preliminary step
to calling upon military authority. In this
instance the President issued his proclama-
tion on September 23,

There is nothing old about this statute
and nothing new about its principle. The
statutes to which I have just referred were
revised and reenacted as recently as 1956.
It is not without interest to note that the
subcommittee of the Senate that approved
his language was headed by Senator JoHN
L. McCLELLAN, of Arkansas, while the chair-
man of the full committee which unani-
mously approved its passage was presided
over by Senator James O. EASTLAND, of Mis-
sissippl. It passed both Houses without ob-
Jection.

The principle of this law long antedates
the Civil War. It was originally enacted in
1792, It was utilized 2 years later by Presi-
dent George Washington in suppressing the
Whiskey Rebellion and has been utilized by
later Presidents on at least 13 occasions.
The legality of the action taken by the
President will never be successfully chal-
lenged.
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This is as far as it seems proper for me to
g0 in my recital of events. Obviously there
are matters of interest pending and under
investigation at the present time, but it is
not in order for me to discuss them.

By way of conclusion, however, I can state
that no one should have been in any doubt
in the past and none can be in any doubt
in the future as to the course that the Pres-
ident—any President—must follow when
the troops of a State are used to nullify the
Constitution and laws of the United States,
as interpreted by the Supreme Court, and
to defy the orders of the courts of the United
States. No President can abandon the po-
sitions taken and sustained by Abraham
Lincoln through 4 years of bitter Civil War.
A wider understanding and acceptance of
this fact in the South would be in the in-
terest of national peace and tranquillity.

BUILT-IN RECESSION STABILIZERS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Sunday New York Times carries an-
other excellent economic analysis by Mr.
Edwin L. Dale, Jr. Mr. Dale points out
how enormously important the so-called
built-in stabilizers have been in this re-
cession, and the recessions of 1948, 1949
and 1953 and 1954, in preventing the ter-
rible devastation of a full-fledged de-’
pression. Mr. Dale's article suggests
that the income cushions of social secu-
rity, unemployment compensation, and
farm-price supports are the three prin-
cipal safeguards of our economy.

Mr. President, if we are to stop this
economic slump, we should act as
quickly as possible to provide urgently
needed substance and strength for these
cushions. Unemployment compensa-
tion has been eroded by inflation and by
competition between the States to keep
this compensation at a low competi-
tive level. Social security has become
pitifully inadequate because of the rise
in the cost of living. Literally millions
of social-security pensioners are little
better off with their social-security
checks than they would be in relying on
relief. Mr. President, this ‘Congress
should act as expeditiously as possible to
substantially improve and increase both
these programs. It can do so without
taking a cent from general revenues,
without unbalancing the budget by a
penny. Both these programs are self-
financing. An extremely modest adjust-
ment in the taxes relating to these pro-
grams can provide revenues that will be
enormously beneficial in our economy.
Whether or not farm-price supports
continue to provide a cushion for our
economy is now in the lap of the Presi-
dent of the United States. Congress
can act, however, to provide for a far
better long-range farm program in the
course of this session.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TH1S RECESSION AND PasT UNITED STATES
EXPERIENCE—BUILT-IN STABILIZERS VARY
PATTERN FrOM THAT OF GREAT DEPRESSION

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, March 22 —Private, capital-
ist economies have business slumps. There
have been about 24 in the last 100 years in
the United States. The business cycle ap-
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pears to be a fact of life that probably can-
not be escaped.

In comparing the 1957-58 slump with its
predecessors—chiefly the great crash that
began in 1929-30 and the two previous post-
war slumps of 1948-49 and 1953-54—three
gquestions are in order:

Has the pace of decline to date been
materially different?

Was the condition of the economy before
the slump materially different?

What has the Government done about the
slumps in the past and how well did it
work?

The pace of decline depends in part on
the beginning date selected and the meas-
urements used. But, assuming the current
recession began last July, it can be said in
general that the pace of the 1957-58 slump
has been a little steeper for its first T months
than the other two postwar recessions, cer-
tainly stiffer than 1953-54, but that all three
have been less steep than in 1929-30.

KEY INDEX

For example, the key index of overall in-
dustrial production fell 8 to 9 percent in
the firgt two postwar slumps and 9.7 per-
cent this time during the first 7 months, but
it fell 13.1 percent in 1920-30. Nonfarm
employment was off 23 percent in 1953-54,
3.3 percent in 1948-49, 8.1 percent this time
and 5.4 percent in the same period of the
great crash.

There is one other significant difference,
related not only to the pace of the decline,
but to major changes in the economy since
the great depression. This is the movement
in personal incomes.

In 1928-30, personal income fell off about
8 percent in the first 7 months of the slump.
This meant a sharp and severe drop in pur-
chasing power.

Since that time there have been added
unemployment compensation, other social
security payments affecting mainly the aged,
and farm price supports. These income
cushions, otherwise known as built-in sta-
bilizers, have worked beautifully in the post-
war slumps.

Compared with the 8 percent decline in
personal income in 1929-30, the decline
in 1948-49's first 7 months was 3.1 percent,
while in 1953-54 it was 1.8 percent and 1.3
percent in 1957-58. This means that pur-
chasing power in each postwar slump has
fallen far less than production and consider-
ably less than employment.

If the differences in the pace of decline
between prewar and postwar are notable, the
differences in the condition of the economy
before the slumps are even more important.

BASIC CONDITION

One basic condition applied to all four:
There was an inflation of one kind or an-
other preceding the slump. In 1929, it was
not primarily a consumer price inflation but
a specialized inflation in stocks, real estate
and some commodities. It was still an Infla-
tion, however, according to most modern
analysis.

But it is the differences that count. All
three postwar slumps began with these dif-
ferences from 1929:

1. There was no preceding runaway stock
market boom. New legislation made some
of the worst features of the 1920 boom im-
possible. The amount of stock market credit
was regulated and totaled only one-fifth or
less of the amount in 1929,

2. The banks had Federal deposit insur-
ance, This virtually barred runs on banks
and the kind of financial collapse that char-
acterized the great depression.

3. Housing credit was much sounder. The
concept of the amortized mortgage loan, in-
sured by the Government in many cases, had
replaced the old short-term loan payable in
full on maturity.

4, Federal spending made up a far larger
part of the total economy. In 1929 the Fed-
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eral budget came to only about 8 percent of
the gross national product, but today it is
about 18 percent. - This is spending that, if
anything, automatically increases in slumps
and certainly does not dry up.

5. Incomes were more evenly distributed.

All of these changes are, of course, in ad-
dition to the aforementioned built-in-stabi-
lizers.

How about differences and similarities at
the outset of each of the three postwar
slumps?

They all had been preceded by inflation.
They all had been preceded by what was
probably excessive buildup in inventories.
But otherwise there were differences.

The precondition for the 1948-49 slump
was essentially the huge surge of consumer
buying after World War II, accompanied by
rapid consumer price inflation. The 1953-54
slump was preceded by the Korean war and
a big surge of Government spending—spend-
ing that began falling in late 1953 and
helped trigger the slump.

Before the present slump, the key features
of the economy were probably the huge
bulge in business investment in plant and
equipment, and an only slightly smaller
bulge in consumer installment credit.

In effect, excesses seem to breed slumps.
One of the main reasons for extra concern
about the present slump is that the main
excess was In plant and equipment spending.
The fear is that this major item in overall
demand will be sliding downward all through
1958 and well into 1959, on the ground that
industrial capaeity has fully caught up with
consumer and other demands,

INADVERTENT MEASURES

That leads to Government remedies, and
the thinking behind them. Surprisingly, it
turns out that the major Government meas-
ures in each of the postwar slumps before
this one, aside from the aforementioned
remedies already bullt into the system, were
taken almost inadvertently. In 1929, of
course, economic thought was much differ-
ent from today’s, and the Government did
not feel called on to act early in the game.

President Herbert Hoover seems, in the
light of history, to have vacillated between a
belief that things would soon improve and a
belief that something should be done. But
there is little doubt that his underlying be-
lief was that radical Government measures—
necessarily involving a deficit in the budg-
et—wou'd be unsound and would do more
harm than good.

However, ironically, he did cut taxes in
November 1929. The trouble was that taxes
were already so low that the saving for a
man earning, say, $5,000 a year was less than
$10 a year. The President also proposed to
Congress and got some increase in Gov-
crnment public-works programs.

In the 1948-49 slump the built-in stabiliz-
ers performed admirably. Outside of that,
the Government took the familiar measures
of easing credit and trylng to spur housing
by increasing Government purchases of
mortgages. But the big help seems to have
come from two actions unrelated to the
siump.

One was & tax cut enacted by the Republi~
can Congress over President Harry 8. Tru-
man's veto in 1948, well before the slump
began. The other was the beginning of the
Marshall plan, in which 1949 was the first
big-spending year. This created a big de-
mand for American goods to be shipped to
Europe.

EASING OF CREDIT

In 1953-54, there was also a major easing
of credit and the array of housing measures.
This time the credit easing probably made
some difference, because it followed a period
of rather tight money, unlike 1948-49. Oth-
er comparatively minor measures were taken,
including an effort—not altogether success-
ful—to speed up Government spending on
some programs.
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But the big item in that slump was a
§7,500 million tax cut—$5 billion of which
had been already written into law 2 years
before. All the administration had to do
was let this big tax cut go into effect. It did
80, despite the fiscal orthodoxy of the then
Secretary of the Treasury, George M. Hum-
phrey, because Government spending was
heading downward at the time following the
Korean war, and the tax cut did not increase
the deficit much.

This postwar experience is an illustration
of why the present situation is such a diffi-
cult one. True, the gods have once again
provided a lucky break—the postsputnik in-
crease in defense spending.

But there is a real doubt that this will be
enough. Hence the widespread belief that
this recession is providing much the most
severe test of whether modern American
governments can and will take the right
actions to cure successfully a serious slump.

TAX CUTS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, two
interesting articles were published in
this morning’s newspapers. One in the
cautious, careful, conservative New York
Times, is entitled “Tax Cuts as a Toniec.”
I agree with the statement in the New
York Times. Statements by Dr. Arthur
F. Burns, former Chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, and the distin-
guished Committee for Economic De-
velopment, which includes some of the
Nation's outstanding businessmen, that
if energetic antirecession action will be
needed shortly, a major tax reduction
promises to be the most effective most
quickly.

This morning the Washington Post
and Times Herald published an article
entitled “Eventually, Why Not Now?"
written by Joseph and Stewart Alsop,
which urges that Congress reduce taxes.
The article states, in part:

A tax cut will have all the more force
because any stimulant always is more effec-
tive if it is applied early, whether to an all-
ing economy or an ailing body.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two articles be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

|From the New York Times of March 24,
1958

Tax Curs as A ToNIC

Two additional and influential voices have
been raised in favor of Government tax re-
duction as the primary weapon for reversing
the current recession. The Committee for
Economic Development has urged a general
20 percent cut in personal income taxes for
the next year if the decline in the economy
persists through April. Dr. Arthur F. Burns,
former Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers, goes one step farther. He advo-
cates an immediate and permanent $5 billion
cut in taxes, and expresses fear that if this
step is not taken in the next few weeks we
may have to resort later to drastic medicine.

Until last Saturday the impression was
general that the administration had made
up its mind that if massive intervention to
reverse the recession were required it would
resort to a large tax cut. Two weeks ago,
for example, the President’s letter to Repub-
lican leaders in Congress denounced pro-
posals for huge Federal public works pro-
grams as efforts to resuscitate the WPA and
other pump-priming schemes of the 1830's.
Now, however, confusion has been created by
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Vice President Nmxown’s indication that the
administration has not yet made a choice
between tax rellef and major public-works
Programs.

In this situation it seems wise to point
out the great advantage tax cuts have
over public works in the situation which
may be confronting us. A tax cut would im-~
mediately increase the spendable income
of income recipients all over the coun-
try, thus stimulating demand. If the tax
relief included reduction in excise taxes, for
example, on automobiles, it would permit
lower prices, also tending to stimulate sales.
Public works, on the other hand, are neces-
garily slow to get under way and could not
stimulate demand as rapldly as tax cuts.

We are not, of course, required to place
exclusive reliance upon either antirecession
weapon. The Government's public-works
program is being stepped up moderately now.
Moreover, there is available a type of public
works—school construction—whose sharp
increase would serve a major social purpose
as well as help combat the recession. But as
we have indicated before, we believe—as do
Dr. Burns and the CED—that if energetic
antirecession action is needed shortly it is
a major tax reduction which promises to be
most effective most quickly.

[From the Washington Post of March 24,
1958

EvenTUALLY, WHY NoT Now?
(By Joseph and Stewart Alsop)

When the unencouraging preliminary fig-
ures for March employment and business
actlvity were lald before the Cabinet last
week, the response was gloomlly Impassive.
This ralses the puzzling question: “Eventu-
ally, why not now?"

Eventually, if the final returns of March
are bad, the administration is heavily com-
mitted to a bold, business-stimulating tax
cut. The President himself promised the
country a March upturn only a few weeks

ag?)ther leading figures of the Elsenhower
team repeatedly have explained that we
‘must wait and see the March outcome, and
they have indlcated that action to cut taxes
would follow if the March outcome proved
disappointing.

Virtually all the indexes now suggest that
the March outcome will be decidedly disap-
pointing. New applications for unemploy-
ment rellef have dropped fractionally. The
month may well show a modest increase of
persons having jobs—which the White
House staff immediately will claim as justi-
fication of the President’s incautious fore-
cast.

But although the total of employed may
rise, the figures already avallable almost
surely mean that the crucial unemployment
total will either hold about even or quite
possibly rise, too. As famlly incomes are
lowered by cuts in work hours, more and
more housewives and young people are look-
ing for jobs to keep pork chops on the
family table.

Overall, the American economy looks like
doing no better in March than in February,
and there are some who say the curve ls still
downward in a month of normal seasonal
pickup.

Unanimity among economists is never to

be looked for. But there are not many Gov-
ernment economists who have not already
delivered an unfavorable verdict on the
month of March, except for men directly at-
tached to the President's staff, llke Gabriel
Hauge.
The White House experts and some In the
Treasury continue to argue that the econ-
omy's March performance can be judged
only when all the statistics are finally avall-
able in mid-April.

Maybe Hauge is right. Certainly, it is now
the White House intention to stick to the
walt-and-see line, at least until mid-April.
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Even Vice President Nmon, who was all for an
immediate tax cut only 2 weeks ago, has
swung round to the case for walt-and-see.
But the odds are clearly about 3 to 1 that,
when mid-April rolls around, the final re-
turns on March will give the administration
no cholce but to take the promised action to
cut taxes or openly to declare that tax cut-
ting is not such a good remedy after all.

Therefore the guestion: “Eventually, why
not now?"” It has all the more force because
any stimulant always is more effective if it is
applied early, whether to an alling economy
or an alling body. It is a really puzzling
question, but it has an answer that comes in
three parts.

In the first place, a big tax cut is a very big
step, especlally in view of the worsening
foreign and defense situations, which may
make heavy future demands on the economy.
For that reason, if for no other, the keyman
on the President’s advisory team, Treasury
Secretary Robert Anderson, takes Hauge's
line, not hostile to a tax cut if needed, but
wanting all the evidence before the decision.

In the second place, there is an identifiable
school of thought in the administration,
probably stronger in the Federal Reserve
Board than elsewhere, unkindly described as
the “further through the wringer” school,
in which inflation has been the great fear,
all through the Eisenhower years.

The “further through the wringer” school
holds that the current depression has sim-
ply got to be reflected in serious price cuts
before it will be safe to take stimulating
action with a naturally inflationary tend-
ency, like a tax reduction. Otherwise, this
school says, a stimulated upturn now will
lead surely to a grave inflationary situation
2 years from now.

The third part of the answer is clearly the
President himself. In the President's atti-
tude, there are more than hints of the strong
influence of hls businessmen friends, many
of whom have views about Government in-
terference in the economy that do not differ
greatly from former President Hoover's,

Then, too, as his reaction to the sputnik
also showed, Dwight Elsenhower nowadays
greatly prefers immobility to motion. The
President is, therefore, the strongest defender
of doing nothing now to lower taxes, even
though it appears almost certain the tax-
cut stimulant will have to be applied later,

| SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
March 21, 1958, the New York Times
published a powerfully persuasive edi-
torial urging that the Congress give its
immediate attention to a program for
school construction. This editorial asks
this erucial question:

If we are going to embark on a national
policy of accelerating highways, housing, and
the like, what excuse is there for not also
including schools in such a program?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this editorial be included in
the REecorp at this point following my
remarks,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp

as follows:
WHY Nor ScHOOLS?

In an amazingly short space of time, remi-
niscent of the early days of the New Deal,
both Houses of Congress have now passed
their first important measure to combat the
recession, This is a housing-finance bill,
designed to stimulate construction of 200,-
000 new units and thereby furnish employ-
ment to some 500,000 persons this year. A
total of $1,850 million is provided, mostly
for purchase of Government-insured mort-
Bages.
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Meanwhile the Senate has already started
hearings on a bill to set up a $2 billion
Federal loan fund to States and locallties for
public works construction, thereby multiply-
ing the present authorization for this pur-
pose by 20 times. And the President has
asked for a speedup in over $2 billion of
already authorized local projects financially
aided by the Federal Government, including
slum clearance, public housing, college
housing, small-town sewer and waterworks
and rural electrification. Defense Depart-
ment contracts for military vehicles—$100
million worth—are also being accelerated.

Inasmuch as unemployment—which seems
to be increasing—is concentrated primarily
in the manufacturing, econstruction, and
transportation industries, these various
moves will undoubtedly have some benefi-
cial effect on the economy. Whether they
will be sufficient, and whether they can get
under way quickly enough, are debatable
questions. But in all the administration
proposals for public works, whether of large
scale or small scale, of short duration or long
duration, we notice that one major area is
consistently overlooked.

That is a program for school construction,
If we are going to embark on a national pol-
icy of accelerating highways, housing, and
the like, what excuse is there for not also
including schools in such a program? The
tremendous, pressing need for additional
schools is by this time beyond question.
The administration itself has until this year
advocated a school-construction program.
Now that we are in a recession, when every-
body is talking—and in some cases much too
glibly—about public works as an antireces-
sion device, why are schools suddenly for-
gotten?

We do not pretend that a school-con-
struction program could be undertaken
overnight, nor that if it were adopted it
would necessarily have an immediate effect
on unemployment. Neither would many
other public works programs that are being
talked about. But if this Nation is going to
start plunging in on public works in a big
way, what public work is more desperately
needed than schools? ;

DATIRY COMMODITIES PRICE SLASH

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
Friday afternoon the Secretary of Agri-
culture announced the prices at which
dairy commodities will be supported this
year in accordance with his recent an-
nouncement of a reduction to 75 percent
of the new, lower parity equivalent which
he has put into effect.

These prices spell a future of despair
and injustice to the dairy producers of
this Nation. Mr. Benson’s order will eut
dairy farmers' incomes in my State alone
by at least $40 million. It will snatch this
$40 million out of the cash registers of
Wiseconsin businessmen who trade with
the farmers.

Worst of all, Mr. President, Mr. Ben-
son’s order will give a powerful, dan-
gerous downward shove to the economy
of the whole Nation—at the very time
we may be faltering on the brink of the
unthinkable disaster of a major de-
pression.

I want to present the specific details
of what Mr. Benson’s order does to the
prices farmers will receive for their milk
and dairy produects:

When Mr. Benson took office in Janu-
ary 1953, the support price for manu-
facturing milk was $3.85 per hundred
pounds. He has reduced it for the next
year to only $3.03. This is a cut of 82
cents per hundred pounds.
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But this is only part of the story.
Farmers’ costs last month had risen to
the highest point in all history. Conse-
quently, today’s dollar buys far less than
it did in 1953.

The thing that is important to the
farmer, Mr. President, is how much his
milk will buy. The combination of
sharply reduced price for milk and the
sharply increased cost of farm operations
means that 100 pounds of milk at Mr.
Benson's reduced prices will buy only 77
percent as much as it would when he
took office.

This is a shocking cut in the farmer’s
purchasing power—a slash of 23 percent
in his buying power in 5 years’ time.

I have a table showing the extent of
the various price changes for dairy prod-
ucts that have been made since 1952 by
Secretary Benson. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this table be printed at this
point in the REcORrD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Changes in support level and purchase prices
for dairy commodities, 1952-58
[All figures are suprlied by U, 8, Department of

griculture]
Marketing year
Commodity §
1952 | 1957 | 1958
Cheese (pound). . . ..ooceeeee.... |50, 3814(50.35 [$0.32}4
Dried mﬁgu(pound):
PRy A7 .16 .14
Roller. .. -=] o1l .14 .12
Butter (pound)_ ... ... L6731 .59 5719
Support objective, manufactur-
ing milk (hundredweight)_.__. 3.85 | 325 |3.08

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S PROM-
ISES TO FARMERS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, only
8 days remain before the threatened cut
in price supports for dairy commodities
is scheduled to take effect.

Congress has acted to avert this ca-
lamity to our farmers and to our na-
tional economy. The decision now rests
with the President of the United States.

I wish to compliment the able major-
ity leader for his remarks to the press
over the weekend on this important
question. In my opinion, he touched on
the most vital aspect of this matter when
he emphasized that the further reduc-
tions in farm prices which Secretary
Benson has ordered will cause additional
unemployment.

Mr. President, if the President vetoes
the resolution adopted by Congress to
suspend further cuts in farm prices, he
will, in effect, slam the factory gates
against more workers in American in-
dustry, and turn additional breadwin-
ners into the streets to join the ranks
of the unemployed.

I hope the President will consider these
consequences of his action as he weighs
his decision on this resolution.

I hope he will consider also the prom-
ises he has made to the farmers of this
country—promises which, unhappily, he
has never kept. After 5 years of stead-
ily declining farm prices—a decline of
farm prices which has been encouraged
and speeded by reductions in the level of
price supports—it would be well for the
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President to give belated attention to his
own pledge to the farmers to help them
to achieve higher prices and higher in-
comes.

I call the attention of my colleagues
to what Mr. Eisenhower promised the
farmers 5 years ago. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp the promises made by Gen-
eral Eisenhower to the farmers.

There being no objection, the guota-
tions from General Eisenhower’s 1952
campaign speeches were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

EISENHOWER'S PROMISES TO THE FARMERS

Following are the major specific promises
to farmers made by President Eisenhower in
his 1952 election campalign; quoted directly
from the official text of his speech at the
natlonal plowing contest, Kasson, Minn.,
Beptember 8, 1952:

“And here and now, without any ‘ifs’ or
‘buts,’ I say to you that I stand behind—and
the Republican Party stands behind—the
price-support laws now on the books. This
includes the amendment to the basic Farm
Act, passed by votes of both parties in Con-
gress, to continue through 1954 the price
supports on basic commodities at 90 percent
of parity. These price supports are only fair
to the farmer to underwrite the exceptional
risk he is now taking. * * *

“I firmly believe that agriculture is en-
titled to a fair, full share of the national
income and it must be a policy of Govern-
ment to help agriculture achieve this
goal. * * * And a falr share is not merely
80 percent of parity—but full parity.

“We must find sound methods of obtaining
greater protection for our diversified
farms. * * * They yield the rich variety of
meat, milk, eggs, fruits, and vegetables that
support our nutritious national diet. As
provided in the Republican platform, the
nonperishable crops so important to the
diversified farmer—crops such as oats, bar-
ley, rye, and soybeans—should be given the
same protection as avalilable to the major
cash crops.

*“The Democrats * * * keep saying, ‘There
is no way of protecting perishables except
through the Brannan plan.” But we can and
will find & sound way to do the job without
indulging in the moral bankruptey of the
Brannan plan.

“I give you this positive assurance: The
Republican Party will use all the power it
legitimately can use to see that American
farmers obtain their full share of the income
produced by a stable, prosperous country.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
these were the solemn promises to Amer-
ican farmers made by the Republican
candidate in 1952. As he debates with
his conscience as to whether to sign or
veto the resolution which will merely
prevent Secretary Benson from making
the farmers’ situation even worse in
1958—after 5 years of steady worsening
since the 1952 campaign—I earnestly
hope that Mr. Eisenhower will recall
these pledges, and that he will sincerely
ask himself whether he should not, at
this hour of desperate emergency for our
farm families, honor the spirit at least
of these promises by signing the resolu-
tion which would prevent further losses
in price and income to farm people.

NATIONAL SYSTEM OF HIGHWAYS—
AMENDMENT

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.

President, I offer for printing as an

amendment to the pending highway bill
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the text of a bill I have previously intro-
duced, entitled “To enable persons in
rural areas adversely affected by the
proposed location of a highway on the
National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways to register their protests
over the proposed location.”

The amendment is offered in response
to suggestions made to me by the Na-
tional Stockgrowers Association. That
association advised me that the present
law seemingly excludes them, since it
refers only to towns and villages which
will be bypassed by the Interstate High~
way System or will be bisected by it. :

The amendment, which is very simple,
merely seeks to afford the people who live
in the country the same opportunities to
testify that are afforded those who live
in towns, to be heard on the locations of
sections of the Interstate Highway
System. It will enable large stockgrow-
ers or farmers to have ample opportunity
to testify relative to roads which are
planned to go by or through their
property.

I believe there will be little, if any,
additional cost entailed for holding the
hearings, inasmuch as persons living in
rural areas can be invited to appear be-
fore meetings held in adjacent villages or
towns, and there to present the matters
which concern them.

CONTROL OF BILLBOARDS ON THE
INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on
Saturday the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Public Works, the
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHavez], reported to the Senate the new
Federal highway bill, S. 3414,

I wish to address myself in particular
to the portion of the bill which pertains
to the regulation of signboards along the
Interstate Highway System.

Mr, President, if I am not mistaken,
this will be the first time in the history
of the United States that the United
States Senate will have debated the en-
tire issue of whether the Federal Gov=-
ernment has an equity in protecting
roadside scenery and grandeur along
highways which qualify for very great
Federal benefactions in the form of
financial support.

For the information of Senators who
may soon have to vote on this question, I
should like to detail 10 brief, but im-
portant, reasons why the billboard-con-
trol incentive provisions proposed by the
able junior Senator from California [Mr.
KucrHeL] and me, and adopted by the
Committee on Public Works, should re-
main in the excellent, new Federal-aid
highway bill which the committee has
ordered reported to the Senate:

First. The new National System of In-
terstate Highways belongs to the publie
and the motorists who travel on it, and
whose taxes pay for it, and not to any
outdoor advertising companies.

Second. In our daily lives, there is all
too little contact with America’s natural
setting and scenic grandeur; and when
people do get out of the cities, the coun-
tryside should be visible to them, unin-
terrupted by blatant sales appeals.

Third. This bill does not propose any
direct Federal action, but leaves the
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choice of action entirely to the individual
State governments, and offers assistance
to those which wish to act.

Fourth. The interstate highways are
90 percent Federally financed. Is it
unreasonable to protect this vast public
investment by a slight, additional offer of
financial assistance to States which elect,
under their own State laws, to safeguard
roadside scenery along these new high-
ways?

Fifth. The limited-access nature of
these new, transcontinental routes has
been accepted by Congress without con-
troversy, although this has denied direct
highway frontage to roadside businesses
such as motels and restaurants. Should
a special exception exist, to permit only
one roadside business—the billboard
business—to have the privilege of direct
access to travelers on the interstate high-
ways?

Sixth. Signboard and other roadside
controls can be obtained easily and inex-
pensively now, as new rights-of-way are
being acquired for the interstate high-
ways. If we fail to safeguard the public
interest now, we shall leave an impossible
burden to those who would wish to do
later what we left undone, after a bill-
board forest has sprung up along the new
highway network.

Seventh, Experience with billboard-
free routes and areas does not indicate
any adverse effect on local establish-
ments which cater to the traveling pub-
lic or the tourist trade. This bill makes
reasonable provisions with respect to in-
formational signs to advise travelers of
such facilities located off the highways.

Eighth. Roadside protection has en-
thusiastic support from millions of per-
sons in all walks of life, with the excep-
tion only of those who have a direct fi-
nancial stake in the potential signboards
along the new highways. The billboard
industry itself, which deliberately mis-
represents this measure in the name ot
States’ rights, consistently fights against
regulatory measures at the State level.
Mr. President, I repeat that the present
bill would assist only States which wish
to act.

Ninth. Outdoor signs are effectively
regulated in such realms of outstanding
scenic grandeur and attraction to
tourists as Hawaii, Alaska, and Switzer-
land.

Tenth. The proposal in the present
highway bill is wholly nonpartisan; it
was drafted and urged in the committee
by 1 Republican Senator and 1 Demo-
cratic Senator; at least 8 other Members
of Congress of both parties have intro-
duced similar proposed legislation; and
such action has been urged by President
Dwight D. Eisenhower, Adlai Stevenson,
several governors, and men and women
of both parties in all 48 States.

ANALYSIS OF SECTION 12

Mr, President, in these 10 brief para-
graphs I have summarized the main rea-
sons why the roadside-control section

should remain in the highway bill. At
this time I should like to explain in
somewhat more detail what this proposal
is and how it would meet some of the
questions which have been raised about
it.
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The proposal of the junior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHeL] and my-
self, as further amended in the Commit=
tee on Public Works, is confained in sec-
tion 12 of Senate bill 3414, the overall
highway bill reported by the committee.
So that Senators may have before them
the text of the proposed legislation in
question, I ask unanimous consent that
section 12 be printed in the Recorp af
this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the section
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrb,
as follows:

Sec. 12. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1958 (70 Stat. 874) is amended by renumber-
ing section 122 as sectlon 123 and inserting
a new section 122, as follows:

“Sec. 122. Areas adjacent to the Interstate
System.

“(a) Natlonal policy: To promote the
safety, convenience, and enjoyment of public
travel and the free flow of interstate com-
merce and to protect the public investments
in the National System of Interstate and
Defense Highways, it is hereby declared to
be in the public interest to encourage and
assist the States to control the use of and
to improve areas adjacent to the Interstate
System by controlling the erection and
maintenance of outdoor advertising signs,
displays, and devices adjacent to that sys-
tem. It is hereby declared to be a national
policy that the erection and maintenance of
outdoor advertising signs, displays, or de-
vices within 660 feet of the edge of the
right-of-way and visible from the main-
traveled way of all portions of the Interstate
System should be regulated, consistent with
national standards to be prepared and pro-
mulgated by the Secretary, which shall pro-
vide for:

“(1) Directional or other official signs
or notlces that are required or authorized
by law.

““(2) Signs advertising the sale or lease of
the property upon which they are loeated.

“(3) Signs not larger than 500 sguare
inches advertising activities being conducted
at a location within 12 miles of the point
at which such signs are located.

“(4) Signs erected or maintained pursuant
to authorization in State law and not incon-
sistent with the national policy and stand-
ards of this sectlon, and designed to give
information in the specific interest of the
traveling public.

“(b) Agreements: The Secretary of Com-
merce is authorized to enter into agreements
with State highway departments (including
such supplementary agreements as may be
necessary) to carry out the national policy
set forth in subsection (a) of this sectlon
with respect to the Interstate System within
the State. Any such agreement shall include
provisions for regulation and control of the
erection and maintenance of advertising
signs, displays, and other advertising de-
vices in conformity with the standards estab-
lished in accordance with subsection (a) and
may include, among other things, provisions
for preservation of natural beauty, preven-
tion of erosion, landscaping, reforestation,
development of viewpoints for scenic attrac-
tions that are accessible to the public with-
out charge, and the erection of markers,
slgns, or plaques, and development of areas
in appreciation of site of historical signifi-
cance. Any such agreement may, within the
discretion of the Secretary of Commerce,
consistent with the national policy, provide
for excluding from application of the na-
tional standards segments of the Interstate
System which traverse incorporated munici-
palities wherein the use of real property ad-
jacent to the Interstate System is subject
to municipal regulation or control, or which
traverse other areas where the land use is
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clearly established by State law as industrial
or commercial, or which are bullt on rights-
of-way wholly acquired before July 1, 1956.

“(c) Federal share: Notwithstanding the
provisions of section 2 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838), if an
agreement pursuant to this section has heen
entered into with any State prior to July 1,
1961, the Federal share payable on account
of any project on the Interstate System
within that State provided for by funds
authorized under the provisions of section
108 of this act, to which the national policy
and the agreement apply, shall be increased
by one-half of 1 percent of the total cost
thereof, not including any additional cost
that may be incurred in the carrying out of
the agreement: Provided, That the increase
in the Federal share which is payable here-
under shall be pald only from appropriations
from moneys in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, which such appropriations are
hereby authorized.

“(d) Whenever any portion of the Inter-
state System is located upon or adjacent to
any public lands or reservations of the
United States, the Secretary of Commerce
may make such arrangements and enter into
such agreements with the agency having
jurisdiction over such lands or reservations
as may be necessary to carry out the na-
tional policy set forth in subsection (a) of
this section, and any such agency is hereby
authorized and directed to cooperate fully
with the Secretary of Commerce in this
connection.

“(e) Whenever a State shall acquire by
purchase or condemnation the right to ad-
vertise or regulate advertising in an area
adjacent to the right-of-way of a project
on the Interstate System for the purpose of
implementing this sectlon, the cost of such
acquisition shall be considered as a part of
the cost of construction of such project and
Federal funds may be used to pay the Fed-
eral pro rata share of such cost: Provided,
That relmbursement to the State shall be
made only with respect to that portion of
such cost which does not exceed 5 percent of
the cost of the right-of-way for such
project.”

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
section 12 of the bill adds a new section
122 to the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1956, the act under which the new Na-
tional System of Interstate Highways is
to be built.

The section begins by declaring that
it is in the public interest to encourage
and assist the States to control and im-
prove the areas adjacent to the Inter-
state System, particularly with respect
to control of signboards. It states that
outdoor advertising signs within 660 feet
of the edge of the Interstate System
rights-of-way “should be regulated,”
consistent with certain standards which
I shall discuss in a moment.

Note, Mr. President, that there is here
no suggestion of any direct Federal pro-
hibition, control, or regulation of bill-
boards or any other roadside structures;
there is only a declaration that, in the
public interest, there should be regula-
tion and that therefore it would be in the
public interest to assist States which
wish to provide such regulation. The
choice in the matter is left wholly to the
States. I wish to emphasize that point
very strongly.

The standards to be prepared and pro-
mulgated by the Secretary of Com-
merce—whose Department includes the
Bureau of Public Roads, which admin-
isters the Federal-Aid Highway Acts—
will expressly recognize that, within this
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process of regulation under this act, pro-
visions shall be made for certain classes
of signs. Besides, first, the obvious and
essential official signs to direct highway
traflic, these include three other classes
of signs which the committee thought
should be provided for in fairness to
landowners, and also to off-highway
businesses catering specifically to travel-
ers in the particular locality or area
where such signs are erected. These
are, second, signs advertising the sale or
lease of the property on which they are
located; third, signs, not larger than 500
sguare inches, advertising activities be-
ing conducted at a location within 12
miles of the point at which such signs
are located; and, fourth, signs erected
or maintained pursuant to authorization
in State law, and not inconsistent with
the national policy and standards of this
section, and designed to give information
in the specific interest of the traveling
publie.

Actually, Mr. President, I wish to say
at this point that I think that as a result
of a committee amendment which was
adopted in the Senate Committee on
Public Works, there is some unnecessary
overlap between the third and fourth
classes of permitted signs. In our sepa-
rate views in the committee report, the
junior Senator from California [Mr.
KucreL] and I have pointed out that this
particular amendment “will confront the
States and the Secretary of Commerce
with a difficult challenge of administra-
tion. We regret that this change will
add to the burden of drafting regulations
and standards to cover an additional
class of signs which should otherwise
have been provided for within the fourth
class.”

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MorTON in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Oregon yield to the Senator
from California?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am very happy
to yield to the cosponsor of the amend-
ment, the distinguished junior Senator
from California.

Mr. KUCHEL. First, Mr. President,
I wish to say that I have been perfectly
delighted to work on a nonpartisan
basis with the able junior Senator from
Oregon in fashioning what I feel sure
is a perfectly reasonable, logical amend-
ment to deal with the subject of giving
to the States of the American Union an
incentive to control outdoor advertising
along the Interstate Higchway System.

I regret that the text of our amend-
ment was altered in one or two respects
in the committee.

I wish to ask the able Senator from
Oregon a question., When we drafted
our amendment, we provided in the
fourth exception as follows:

Signs erected or maintained pursuant to
authorization in State law and not incon-
sistent with the national policy and stand-
ards of this section, and designed to give

information in the specific interest of the
traveling public.

Is it not true that by means of that
language, the Senator from Oregon and
I, endeavored to indicate a Congression-
al intent that the States have the right,
under their own constitutions and their
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own State laws, to lay down with re-
spect to those signs such regulations as
the States themselves might find neces-
sary in the public interest—that is to
say, in the interest of the traveling pub-
lic? Second, is it not true that was our
specific intention in drafting subpara-
graph (4) of our supplemental views,
which have been printed in connection
with the committee’s report on this bill?

Mr. NEUBERGER. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to reciprocate the
very kind comments of the Senator
from California regarding our working
together in drafting this amendment.
It is always a pleasure to work with the
Senator from California, and it is a par-
ticularly gratifying pleasure when we
are cooperating in a cause which both
of us regard as so merited and worthy
as this one.

If I am not mistaken, the Senator
from California was formerly an official
of his State, as I was formerly an official

of my State.
Mr. KUCHEL. That is correct.
Mr. NEUBERGER. I understand

that he was a member of the California
Legislature during the time when I was
a member of the Oregon State Legisla-
ture. So it is interesting to know that
both of us have served sister States on
the Pacific coast, in official capacities.

In our discussions of highway bill
amendments which we drafted jointly,
I recall very distinctly that we felt great
latitude and flexibility should be allowed
to the States.

We were aware that regulation of
signboards had come under attack as
an alleged invasion of States’ rights; and
I use the word ‘“alleged” advisedly.
Again I am going to ask the Senator to
check me on this, but it was intended that
point 4 in particular would lead legis-
latures and governors and highway
commissions of every State to devise
regulations which would provide great
flexibility and great latitude, so that
signs which would assist the traveling
public could be specified in all those
States.

Mr. KUCHEL. I agree with the Sena-
tor completely. Is it not true that by the
use of the language which we incorpo-
rated in point 4 we intended to make
available to each State which entered
into such an agreement latitude for each
State to determine whether it, the State
government itself, would erect signs
found to be necessary in the interest of
the traveling public, or whether it would
authorize private individuals to do that
type of labor, under guidelines which
the State government would lay down?

Mr. NEUBERGER. In reply to the
Senator from California, I wish to re-
iterate what I said just a few moments
before he and I began our discussion.
I said, “The choice in the matter is left
wholly to the States.” It seems to me
important that he and I emphasize this
point very strongly. Without being
provincial, I dare say the Senator from
California and I have the privilege of
helping represent in the Senate two of
the most beautiful and scenic States in
the Union.

Mr. KUCHEL. Indeed, we do.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We would not
want the Federal Government to intrude
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upon the rights and prerogatives of the
officials of the States of California and
Oregon to decide just how the scenic
grandeur of those two great Pacific sea-
board States should be protected. What
the Senator from California and I have
done is submit to the committee, and
now to the Senate, the modus operandi
whereby each State government can
cooperate with the Department of Com-
merce, through the Bureau of Public
Roads, in regulating signboards along
the highway system in a manner speci-
fied by the State, and provided only that
each State government desires to do so.
I do not think we can stress that matter
frequently enough. No State has to
engage in this billboard regulation what-
soever, if its governor or State legislature
is unwilling to do so.

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator is com-
pletely correct.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It could not be
more of a voluntary arrangement. Idare
say, without having knowledge of all of
our Federal statutes, which knowledge
I certainly lack, that this arrangement
is more voluntary, in its purely coopera-
tive arrangement between the States and
the Federal Government, than 9 out of
10 arrangements whereby the Federal
Government and the States work to-
gether in various programs which the
Federal Government finances in whole
or in part. Would not the Senator from
California say that is a reasonably ac-
curate statement?

Mr. KUCHEL. Ido, and I think every
intention in which we indulged was to
give the States maximum latitude in ap-
plying a national policy, which, as the
Senator has suggested, has been en-
dorsed by outstanding citizens from
every State of the Union, and certainly
from both political parties.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am glad the
Senator from California brought out that
particular point. I do not think there
is any issue that has come before this
session of Congress which is more
strictly and wholly nonpartisan.

Mr. KUCHEL. Iagree with the Sena-
tor.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Those who testi-
fied in behalf of the general policy which
the Senator from California and I are
supporting came from every avenue of
life, from every possible stratum of so-
ciety, and I think from every geograph-
ical region of our Nation. As I pointed
out earlier, the idea of billboard regula-
tion has been supported by President
Eisenhower, and only 2 days ago I re-
ceived a letter from the leader of the
political party of which I am a member,
the illustrious former Governor of Illi-
nois, Adlai E. Stevenson, in which he
took generally the same position. I
think this in particular represents an
effort of average people all over the
United States. They may not be as vocal
as what is known euphemistically as
the billboard lobby, but I daresay 9 out
of 10 of the American people who drive
on the highways, and whose taxes pay
for the highways, want to be able to look
at the American countryside, whether it
be in California, Oregon, or New Hamp-
shire, without encountering a picket of
signboards along the highways which
they have financed and paid for.
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Mr. KUCHEL. I heartily agree with
what the Senator has said. I thank him
for developing the intention of those who
drafted the amendment which we gladly
offered in committee.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator. I believe I can safely say that if
the Senator from California and I had
not been able to get together success-
fully and harmoniously, on a nonparti-
san basis, the provision before the Senate
today would not have been adopted by
the Senate Public Works Committee. I
think the Senator from California de-
serves great credit for modifying, or per-
haps altering to some degree, the posi=
tion he took last year. I think it is al-
ways the highest caliber of statesman-
ship when a person is willing to take a
fresh look at a question and modify his
view. I hope it is, because I changed
my views with respect to postal rates,
after taking a fresh look and sitting in
the postal rate subcommittee. So I sa-
lute him for the openmindedness with
which the Senator from California en-
countered this whole problem, and for
the leadership he has demonstrated.

Mr. KUCHEL., I thank the Senator
from Oregon very much. I look for-
ward to vigorously pressing the amend-
ment which the committee adopted, as
we enter the debate in the Senate,

Mr. NEUBERGER. It will be a great
source of strength to have the Senator
from California at my side, because he
has technical knowledge in this respect,
from a legal standpoint, which I lack. I
want to say to him that as we get into
the issue I shall look to him not only
for assistance, but for leadership and
guidance. :

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from California.

In any case, the point is that the
standards of regulation to be promul-
gated by the Sccretary of Commerce
under this bill must provide for certain
types of signs, consistent with those
standards, which are of real informative
value to . .the hichway traveler specifi-
cally in the general area where he is
traveling. What the States may do
further to restrict signs under their
own laws, beyond this bill, is of course
wholly their own affair. As I shall con-
tinue to point out, this bill does not
limit State freedom of action. But if
State law authorizes the kinds of signs
mentioned in the third and fourth
classes of subsection (a), the standards
promulgated by the Secretary may only
contain reasonable regulation of them,
not total prohibition.

I might say at this point, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I have no idea what standards
the Secretary may promulgate as to the
nature and shape of these permissible
signs, their frequency, their location,
their appearance in the setting in which
they are to be placed, and so forth. I
know that the professional personnel of

various State highway departments have
had much experience along these lines
which no doubt will enter into the prep-
aration of these standards.. After all,
the whole program is entirely dependent
upon its acceptability for State action by
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a meaningful number of States. I only .

wish to emphasize, both to the propo-
nents of effective controls and to those
who are sincerely concerned about a
possibly unjust impact of this bill, that
we must proceed on the assumption that
those charged with the administration
of this program will act in a spirit of
wanting it make it work. That is an
essential assumption for any program,
not only this program, and it is an ab-
solute sine qua non for one like this that
depends on the free and voluntary ac-
tion of independent States.
AGREEMENTS WITH SEPARATE STATES

Subsection (b) of section 12 author-
izes the agreements between the Secre-
tary of Commerce and the highway de-
partments of those States wishing to
enter into such agreements, which will
spell out the provisions for applying the
policy standards of subsection (a) to the
interstate highways within each par-
ticular State.

Let me stress that, beyond having to
meet the standards of billboard regula-
tion, these agreements may also include
provisions for affirmative action to im-
prove the appearance of the roadsides.
This may include planting of trees and
shrubs, general landscaping, the con-
struction of viewpoints where motorists
may leave the main highway surface to
enjoy the scenery, roadside rest and
picnic areas, historical markers, and so
forth. I believe it was Gov. Averell
Harriman, of New York, who recently
pointed out that in building these new
limited-access interstate roads, largely
on new rights-of-way, the Nation has a
unigue opportunity to develop many
thousands of miles of parkways across
our country—an opportunity, Mr. Presi-
dent, which will not be available to the
American people again in this century.
In my view, this goal of making the best
possible use of that unique opportunity
can, and should be, one of the most
worthwhile aspects of the agreements
contemplated under this section.

Mr. President, not all of the 41,000
miles of the Interstate System will cross
cpen country or attractive populated
areas. Much of it will be through areas
which are already wholly industrial or
commercial in character. Many miles
will traverse incorporated cities with
home rule and their own zoning codes
and land-use regulations. Some of it
will be on existing rights-of-way, in-
corporating stretches of highway which
already approximated the construction
standards for the Interstate System when
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 was
enacted. To show the fallacy of those
who believe that we are adopting an un-
reasonable, unrealistic, purist approach
to this question of roadside control, let
me point out that section 12 (b) expressly
recognizes that the agreements with the
States may, within the discretion of the
Secretary of Commerce, and consistent
with the public policy of this bill, exclude
any such segments of the Interstate Sys-
tem within a State.

Again, flexibility for reasonable ad-
ministration has been the keynote of
drafting this provision, to which the
junior Senator from California in par-
ticular has devoted much time and
thought.
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‘Mr. President, at this point I again
want to emphasize the great contribution
which the junior Senator from California
has made to the drafting of an amend-
ment which leaves extreme latitude to
the States. The Senator emphasized to
me the desirability of permitting zones
of commercial and industrial areas con-
tiguous to any municipality or incor-
porated town. After we discussed the
matter thoroughly with our respective
staffs, we included the provision in the
amendment which is before the Senate.
I stress that, because I wish to show that
both the Senator from California [Mr.
EKucHeL]l and I have had in mind over
and over again not only the authority
and prerogatives of the States, but the
authority and prerogatives of municipali=-
ties within those States, where industrial
and commercial zones are located which
might parallel the new interstate high-
ways.

The powers of local government dif-
fer from State to State. Within any
given State, some municipalities may
wish to use their powers to join in bring-
ing their segments of the interstate high-
ways within the agreements, others may
not. The discretion of the Secretary is
surely adequate to prevent abuse of the
possible exclusions. As I stated earlier,
since the agreements are wholly volun-
tary, the whole proposal is drafted on
the assumption that reasonable men are
going to use their best efforts and judg-
ment to make it work. On this assump-
tion, I am completely confident that the
plan of this bill can and will work eas-
ily and well, taking full account of local
situations peculiar to each separate
State.

INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE FOR INTERSTATE

HIGHWAYS IN PARTICIPATING STATES

Mr. President, subsection (c¢) of see-
tion 12 provides that with respect to the
projects on the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem to which the policy standards of
this bill are made applicable by a State,
under the kind of agreement I have just
described, that State will be entitled to
an extra one-half percent Federal share
of the project cost, beyond the 90 percent
now paid from Federal funds. Surely
that is a modest enough incentive to
offer to any State which, on its own ini-
tiative, scts to make and preszerve its
parts of the National System of Inter-
state Highways attractive for the trav-
elers of the whole Nation. My original
bill, S. 963, provided a bonus of three-
fourths percent; that of the junior Sen-
ator from California [Mr. KuceeL], 1
percent. The Committee on Public
Works reduced this to one-half percent,
partly because of the additional provi-
sions of subsection (e). I regretted that
this one-half percent incentive payment
to States has been made payable from
funds appropriated for the purpose, not
from the special hichway trust fund, be-
cause I thought it a legitimate and rea-
sonable element of the total national
investment in the Interstate System.

I wish to state here, since the junior
Senator from California is present in
the Chamber, that both he and I felt
the incentive payments should come
from the trust fund rather than from
separately appropriated funds, as a ma-
jority of the Committee on Public
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Works of the Senate finally voted before
the bill was reported to the Senate.

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. I certainly share the
feelings of the Senator from Oregon on
that point. Mr. President, we are em-
barked upon a multi-billion-dollar,
41,000-mile highway program. The Fed-
eral Government has set down the
standards under which the high-speed
limited-access freeway across the Na-
tion will be built. Certainly as a part
of the construction, since we are paying
from the Federal Treasury 90 percent of
the cost, the Senator from Oregon is
completely correct in believing that this
modest amount of money to be paid to
the States as an incentive ought to
come from the trust fund. I regret that
that part of our amendment was
changed.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am glad the
Senator from California and I are in
agreement on' this particular fact. I
think he also would concur in the state-
ment that this was one of the conces-
sions which he and I were reluctant to
accept, but which we finally went along
with in order to get the basic principle
and policy before the United States
Senate for action on the floor.

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator is cor-
rect. I joined with my colleague from
Oregon, Mr. President, in accepting that
by way of a concession, because in the
last analysis when the Senate votes it
will be on the basic question, Does the
Senate of the United States believe that
the American people should take an in-
terest in protecting the scenery through
which the 41,000-mile system is to be
constructed?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Once the basic
policy is written into Federal law, later
Congresses can perfect and improve the
law, as has been done with almost every
act adopted since this country was
founded. ’

Mr. EUCHEL. The Senator is correct.

Mr. NEUBERGER. However, Mr.
President, the change which was made
by the committee should at least silence
those critics of the bill who would claim
that this modest one-half of 1 percent in-
crease in the Federal contribution to
project costs in participating States
would slow down construction of the
National System of Interstate Highways.
As the bill now stands, the availability
of trust fund money for road construc-
tion would not be in any way affected by
the one-half of 1 percent incentive pro-
vision. That one-half of 1 percent is
authorized to be appropriated by the
Congress and of course, I have no doubt
whatever that it will be appropriated as
States become entitled to it by their par-
ticipation under this act.

I shall only mention, at this point,
subsection (d) of section 12, which pro-
vides for application of the national pol-
icy to lands adjacent to the Interstate
System which are public lands or reser-
vations of the United States itself.

Finally, subsection (e) offers the
States an important tool to aid them to
carry out the provisions of this act, if
they should desire to do so. Very simply,
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this subsection permits the inclusion in a
State’s right-of-way acquisition costs—
for which the State receives 90 percent
Federal reimbursement—of up to 5 per=
cent additional costs incurred in acquir-
ing control over advertising rights along

the segments of the new Interstate High-

ways within its borders that are to be
covered in that State’s agreement.

This provision, I submit, should silence
those critics of this bill who have
claimed that Congress will, in effect,
force States to deprive landowners along
the new highways of a valuable right
and give nothing in return. Personally,
Mr. President, I have always thought
this to be an extremely specious argu-
ment. There are no valuable billboard
rights, as such, in any land, apart from
the highway that may cross it. The
highway itself creates the opportunity
and the value. The highway delivers to

the land the captive audience of motor-
ists which are the billboards’ only tar-

gets. If there is no highway, the alleged
valuable advertising rights will be about
as valuable as a billboard on the moon—
on the side that faces permanently away
from the earth.

Rather than speak of a deprivation of
valuable 'rights, Mr. Presidenf, let us
frankly face the fact that the new Inter-
state Highway System would offer the
outdoor advertising industry an im-
mense bonangza, an absolutely unparal-
leled, historic gift at the cost of the Fed-
eral taxpayers tinat would overshadow
Federal benefits to any industry since
the land grants to the railroads. And I
might add that the billboards do not ex-
actly earn this benefaction by opening
up our continent to travelers and ton-
nage, as the railroads did.

REIMBURSEMENT OF LANDOWNERS PERMITTED

Nevertheless, it is argued in opposition
to this bill that an outright regulation of
roadside signboards by the States, under
their so-called police power, will deprive
farmers and other landowners of a valu-
able assets—earned or not—which would
otherwise result from the construction
of the highway, and that Congress
should not stimulate such action by any
State. Let us be clear then that under
this bill, under subsection (e) of section
12, Congress will not do so.

As in other respects, this bill leaves
the individual States the utmost free-
dom of choice in this regard. A State
or its subdivisions may use police powers
to protect all or part of its interstate
highways and qualify for the one-half
percent additional Federal share of
project costs under this bill. A State
may equally qualify without using police
power, by acquiring the right to control
roadside signs and reimbursing the
landowner, If it chooses the latter
course, the costs will be recognized as a
legitimate cost for 90 percent Federal
reimbursement, up to a limit of 5 per-
cent of the total cost of right-of-way
acquisition for the project in question.
This bill expresses no preference in the
manner, It holds neither a carrot nor
a stick over the head of any State in
making this particular choice of means.
If ever there were a program that was
tailored to letting States choose whether
and how to carry out a public policy in

5099

their own way, and to assist them to do
it, this is it, Mr. President.

NO SUBSTANTIAL COSTS INVOLVED

I might add just a comment about the
possible cost involved in the acquisition
of billboard control by the States under
subsection (e), which I have just ex-
plained. A word of caution is in order,
before various wild, hypothetical esti-
mates are thrown into the debate by
opponents of this bill concerning alleged
diversion of highway construetion funds
into roadside protection measures by the
States.

There are far too many unpredictable
factors involved to permit any kind of
an estimate except to indicate a ceiling
beyond which costs would not go. Let
me list a few. We cannot know which
States will choose to act at all. We can-.
not know which of those that do act will
use police powers, and which will wholly-
or in part pay to acquire the right to
control roadside billboards. We cannot
know the right-of-way acquisition costs
for the highway segments to come under
State roadside regulation, and to which
the 5 percent permissible extra cost
would apply.

Does subsection (e) therefore make an
unlimited “grab bag"” of the highway
trust funds from which States might en-
rich landowners along the interstate
highway rights-of-way? Certainly and
definitely not.

The heavy right-of-way acquisition
costs are in cities and other heavily
populated, commercial, or industrial
areas. These, as I have said, may be
eliminated from the agreements with the
States. Obviously, for example, it would
not make sense for a State to purchase.
billboard-control rights out to 660 feet
from both edges of a highway right-of-
way that passes between the high, nar-
row walls of warehouses, or factories of
an urban industrial area.

Out in the open country, on the other.
hand, let us assume that right-of-way
acquisition constitutes, in a typical in-
stance, 10 or 15 percent of the total proj=-
ect construction cost. I believe that in
the testimony before our committee Mr.
Bertram Tallamy, the Federal Highway
Administrator, estimated something like
13 percent.

I have already explained that the ad-
ditional cost of also acquiring signboard
control rights on adjoining land should
be very low, because these have actually
no value until the hichways are there to
deliver the motorists, so to speak, into
the arms of the billboard advertiser. A
fair price would be determined under
State law, not this act. But in any case,
the bill places a limit of 5 percent on
additional costs for which Federal re-
imbursement may be claimed. A 5-per-
cent maximum on even 20 percent right-
of-way acquisition costs means a maxi-
mum 1-percent increase in project costs
that might be added to reimbursable
costs. Even if acquisition costs were to
run as high as 40 percent in isolated in-
stances, project costs could not grow
more than 2 percent by use of subsection
(e). Mr. President, these project costs
fluctuate far more from month to month,
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with changes in the price levels of ma-
terials and so forth, than this tiny frac-
tion which represents the maximum cost
increase that might be involved under
this bill.
CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES VERSUS BILLEOARD
PROFITS

Mr. President, this completes my de-
seription of section 12 and how it pro-
poses to aid States to control and protect
the roadsides along the National System
of Interstate Highways in the interest of
and for the enjoyment of the travelers
on these new highways. I would like now
to address myself briefly to the overall
policy question for which section 12 was
drafted, and which the Congress must

now decide.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. COOPER. I would like to ask the
Senator if any evidence was brought out
at the hearing which would indicate that
the inducements provided in the bill
would be attractive to the States, and
would encourage the States to carry out
the national policy regarding roadside
signs and billboards which the Senator
has described.

Mr. NEUBERGER. To begin with, I
wish to emphasize that there appeared
before our commitiee, either in person
‘or by resolution or in writing, literally
thousands of citizens. Those people
spoke for themselves, or they represented
great organizations in every State, in-
cluding the State of the Senator from
Kentucky and my own State.

They represented the American Auto-
mobile Association, many conservation
groups, the General Federation of Wom-
en’s Clubs, and an almost unlimited
number of conservation and outdoor or-
ganizations, such as the Audubon Soci-
ety, the National Wildlife Federation,
and so forth.

It seemed to me, sitting at the com-
mittee table and listening to those peo-
ple, that if this amendment were
adopted, those interested in scenic and
roadside protection in every State could
then go to the governors and legislatures
in the various States—as is their right—
and say, “The Federal Government has
provided reasonable machinery. It has
provided a framework for you to help in
protecting the countryside and the scen-
ery along the Interstate Highway System
in our State. We urge you to take this
incentive offered by the Federal Govern-
ment and to cooperate with the Bureau
of Public Roads in protecting our high-
ways from the blight of signboards.”

To my knowledge, no governor except
Averell Harriman came before our com-
mittee and testified particularly in favor
of the proposed legislation now before
us; but all the people who came from the
great groups said, “Give us this legisla~-
tion, so that we can ask our States to
cooperate with the Federal Government
to take this incentive, use this machin-
ery, and to protect our roadsides.”

Mr. COOPER. Then is it the Sena-
tor’s idea that if the bill is passed—and
I hope it will be passed with the amend=-
ment which the Senator from Oregon
and the Senator from California are
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sponsoring—it should provide a helpful
way for public opinion to be expressed,
and to be recognized by the legislatures
and authorities of the States, in carrying
out the national policy enunciated in the
proposed amendment?

Mr. NEUBERGER. If I am not mis-
taken—and the Senator from Kentucky
ijs far more experienced in legislative
matters than I am—practically all co-
operative programs between the Federal
Government and the States work in that
way. The Federal Government provides
matching funds to assist in programs for
aid to dependent children, for aid to the
blind, for aid in eleaning up rivers, sew-
age control systems, and so forth. The
Federal Government does not say to any
State, “You must take this money to
assist your blind people,” or “you must
take this money to end pollution in your
rivers.” The Federal Government says,
“These funds will be available if you co-
operate in a certain way.”

Actually, under the bill proposed by
the Senator from California and myself,
there probably would be less compulsion
than there is under other programs, be-
cause action is left entirely up to the
States. The point I wish to emphasize
is this: It was apparent, after prolonged
hearings which were held under the able
chairmanship and leadership of the
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gogel, that there are in every State of
the Union thousands of men and wom-
en who do not want billboards clut-
tering the interstate highways. They
had gone to their State legislatures. In
most of the State legislatures they had
encountered the billboard lobby, which
had seen to it that the mildest kind of
State regulation usually was defeated.
Then they came to the Federal Govern=
ment and encountered the cry of “States
rights” from the same people who had
previously opposed State regulation of
billboards.

I can speak from a background  of
some experience in this field. My wife
and I, as members of the Oregon State
Legislature, tried to bring about the en-
actment of billboard regulation laws in
the State of Oregon, which the billboard
lobby helped to defeat. We know that
there are those who want to be able to
say, “Uncle Sam, the United States Gov-
ernment, has provided an incentive.
Please use it and keep our highway
scenery protected.”

Mr. COOPER. I believe that the ju-
nior Senator from Oregon and the junior
Senator from California have made a
valuable contribution to the national
welfare in leading the fight for more
than a year, to preserve the beauty of
our highways.

When the bill is passed, as it undoubt-
edly will be, setting forth, a national
policy with respect to the beauty of the
countryside along our roads, it would
indeed be a shame if the States did not
cooperate to carry out the national poli-
cy. I believe the States will cooperate,
and will welcome the opportunity to
make the new highways more attractive
to visitors.

I think the States will appreciate the
value of preserving, both for travelers
and people close to home, a true and
natural picture of the local countryside
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and of the areas these roads will serve.
For one of the glories of this country is
the varied scene brought to view in driv-
ing along our national highways, which
can always be attractive and instructive,
and which ought to be protected. The
Senator from Oregon and the Senator
from California have performed a great
service by their leadership in this field.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
Kentucky is one of the most thoughtful
and influential Members of the Senate.
I know that I speak also for the Senator
from California when I say how much
we value and appreciate his support.

I wish to concur especially in one point
the Senator has made, namely, that it
would be a genuine shame if this were
not done. We are almost at the 11th
hour when this can be done. As we stand
herein the Senate today, engineers with
transits and plumblines are out across
the face of this great land of ours, laying
out rights-of-way for the Interstate
Highway System. It will be the greatest
highway network ever to be constructed
in any nation on the earth. It will be
worthy of the engineering genius and the
constructive capacity of America.

Unless we provide machinery and
methods very soon for the States to pro-
tect the scenery along the highways,
there will spring up a billboard jungle
which will acquire what is known as
grandfather rights. Then it may be
too late.

Therefore I very much value the coun-
sel of the Senator from Kentucky in the
points that he made. It would truly be a
disaster if we did not allow the motorists,
who are going to pay for these highways,
to see the American countryside, rather
than a picketfence of signboards.

Mr. COOPER. I might say that the
only letters I received from my State op~
posing the provisions to protect scenic
beauty along the roads, which the Sena-
tor from Oregon and the Senator from
California have written into this bill,
have come from those who are commer=
cially interested in billboards.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I could not agree
more with what the Senator has said.
The billboard lobby wants to use our
highways, paid for by the American pub-
lic, as a conduit or funnel along which
they can plaster their signboards. The
people who will pay to make the sign-
boards of value are the people who pay
the fuel taxes and the automobile excise
taxes, which go into the roadway trust
fund. Without the highways, none of
the billboards would be worth a conti-
nental dollar.

On earlier occasions in my efforts to-
ward billboard control during three ses-
sions of Congress, I have spelled out at
greater length the true conservation
aspects which are inhehent in our giving
a means of protection for the roadsides
of the Nation’s new cross-country travel
arteries. I cannot believe it is necessary
to say more than a very few words about
this today. I cannot believe that there
can be any real question as to how the
travelers themselves would prefer to see
their highways—with unlimited bill-
boards, or with effective billboard regu-
lation, limited to the kinds of controlled
signs of specific interest to travelers that
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under this bill may be permitted under
conditions and in locations specified by
the agreements between the States and
the Secretary of Commerce. To anyone
who has traveled both kinds of roads—
for example, from Washington, D. C,, to
Baltimore by the old U. S. 1 and by the
new Washington-Baltimore Parkway—
there can be no question as to what the
great traveling public would prefer. The
question is only whether we, in the Con-
gress, are going to help them to obtain
what they would prefer, or whether in-
stead we are going to help the billboard
industry to obtain what they want out
of the estimated $40 billion public in-
vestment in the 41,000 miles of the new
Interstate System.

For let there be no mistake about the
fact that, uncontrolled, the roadsides
along these magnificent new highways
will be the greatest bananza the billboard
industry has ever enjoyed at the cost
of the American motorist and taxpayer.
It is worthwhile to pause, to recall that
the rise of signboard advertising in the
open country has been inevitably and
closely linked with the growth of our
country’s highway network itself. Both
are, of course, the result of the develop-
ment of our present automotive culture
which mushroomed soon after the First
World War. It was not long thereafter,
also, that the States began to use gaso-
line taxes as the most important single
source of the funds with which to build
the tremendous web of paved roads
which the millions of mass-produced
new cars required. I believe my own
State of Oregon was the first State to
initiate the gas tax. Thus for decades
the motorist has in large measure paid
for America’s roads. In a very direct
way, they are his roads.

Certainly they do not belong to the
billboard industry. But that industry
has sprung up and mushroomed to its
present giant size in step with the growth
of automobile travel, taking advantage
of the roads built for the motorist with
his taxes to force its sales messages to
his attention from the adjoining land-
scape.

I think the claims of outdoor adver-
tising companies, that proponents of sec-
tion 12 are threatening them with utter
destruction and ruin, should be put in
proper perspective. For example,
Changing Times, the W. M. Kiplinger
magazine of May 1957, reported “If you
think you see more billboards than ever
on the highways, you are right. Never
have there been so many of the huge ad
displays built and planned. Advertisers
will spend over $200 million on them this
year—compared with a mere $44,700,000
back in 1940.” Keep in mind that this
growth in billboard construction, from
1940 up to and including 1957, has oc-
curred before any of the new interstate
highways have been built. The 41,000
miles of these highways—and of course
not all of them would even be controlled
under this bill—constitute less than 3
percent of the approximately 1,500,000
miles of surfaced public roads and high-
ways in our country. Today these other
highways are also being built, extended,
and improved at a tremendous rate, and
have offered an opportunity for growth
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to the billboard industry, at public ex-
pense, that many other industries and
businesses in our country might well
envy. It is absurd to suggest that the
public now owes to the outdoor adver-
tising industry the additional oppor-
tunity of making billboard alleys of the
new limited-access superhighways, for
the sake of saving the industry from
collapse.

Mr. President, no doubt Members of
the Senate have in the past few days,
since section 12 was accepted by the Com-
mittee on Public Works, received many
messages of protest from persons who
have a direct stake in the outdoor adver-
tising industry in their own States. This
is the question and suggestion to which
the able Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer] referred a few minutes ago.
People in this business certainly have a
constitutional right to “petition for the
redress of grievances™ as have any other
citizens. But keep in mind that, as or-
ganized business groups which may be
directly and financially affected by legis-
lation, the outdoor advertisers them-
selves are in a far better position to bring
their desires to our attention rapidly
than is the great mass of the public,
which has no such financial interest.

However, through such nonprofit, vol-
untary associations as exist, for example,
in the conservation ficld, many people
have made their wishes in this matter
known to us. Let me list some of the or-
ganizations that are known to me to have
endorsed billboard regulation and other
measures of improvement for the new
higchways. Most directly interested, of
course, have been two national organiza-
tions specifically concerned with roads
and roadsides—the American Automobile
Association, representing America’s mo-
torists organized in the separate State
motor clubs, and the National Roadside
Committee, representing leaders of the
roadside councils and other interests or-
ganized at both the national and
State levels. Other national organiza-
tions supporting Congressional action for
roadside control include the General Fed-
eration of Women's Clubs, the Garden
Club of America, and also the National
Council of State Garden Clubs, the Na-
tional Park Association, the National
Audubon Society, the Wilderness Society,
the American Nature Association, the
American Association of Nurserymen,
and the American Planning and Civic
Association.

From my own State of Oregon I have
received endorsements for this proposal
from organizations which may be repre-
sentative of similar groups that may exist
in other States—for example, the Oregon
State Motor Association; the Oregon
Roadside Council; the Oregon Federation
of Garden Clubs; the Federation of West-
ern Outdoor Clubs whose headquarters
are in Eugene; the Oregon Federation of
Women's Clubs; the Oregen Society of
Landscape Architects; the Mazamas and
the Obsidians, both of them outdoor
clubs; the Oregon Association of Nur-
serymen; and others. I might mention
at this point that I have also received
numerous messages from similar organi-
zations in many other States, which I
shall not list here, as I trust they have
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also communicated directly with their
own Senators.

As another indication of the nation-
wide public interest in Congressional ac-
tion on the billboard control measure
which now appears as section 12 of the
highway bill, let me read a list of only a
portion of the newspapers in this coun-
try which have editorially endorsed such
a measure. These include such nation-
ally known newspapers as the New York
Times; the St. Louis Post-Dispatch: the
Milwaukee Journal; Baltimore Sun; all
three of Washington’s newspapers—the
Star, Post and Times Herald, and the
Daily News; Christian Science Monitor;
the Denver Post; and the Oregonian.

The list includes from the Eastern
States, New York World Telegram;
Worcester, Mass., Telegram; Courier-
Post, Camden, N. J.; the Evening News,
Harrisburg, Pa.; Pittsburgh Post-Ga-
zette, the Philadelphia Inguirer; the
Patriot, Harrisburg, Pa.; Watertown,
N. Y., Daily News; Daily News, Greens-
boro, N. C.; New York Post.

It includes from the Midwest and West,
the St. Louis Globe; Capital Times, Madi-
son, Wis.; Toledo Blade; St. Paul Press:
Capital Times, Rockford, Ill.; Texarkana
Gazette; Detroit News; Sheboygan, Wis.,
Press; Colorado Springs Free Press; and
the Daily Star, Tucson, Ariz.

In Oregon billboard control has been
editorially endorsed by the Portland
Oregonian, Oregon Journal, Pendleton
East-Oregonian, Astorian Daily Budget,
Medford Mail Tribune, Eugene Register
Guard, the Oregon Statesman, Salem,
and many others.

Mr. President, let me read from the
American Issue, the national monthly
publication of the National Temperance
League for November 1957, commenting
on the excellent editorials of the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald support-
ing a billboard control measure.

Those who can join in with the Washing-
ington Post campalgn to end the billboard
disgrace should also remember that the big-
gest user of highway billboards is the liquor
traflic. The heer, wine, and whisky people
will not surrender gracefully to losing their
roadside advertising space, especially when
four out of every 10 billboards are theirs. The
campailgn to end the billboard disgrace is
commendable. Let us hope that Congress
will take some positive action to end it in
the coming session.

I might point out that of the top 24
national users of outdoor advertising,
each of which spent $1 million a year or
more on billboards in 1956, nine were
either distilleries or breweries.

Finally, Mr. President, I point out
that this is a wholly nonpartisan issue,
one which has the support of leaders
of both parties. Bills similar to section
12 were introduced by 10 members of
both Houses of Congress, representing
both parties. President Dwight D.
Eisenhower, I understand, favors Con-
gressional action, ancd Secretary of
Commerce Sinclair Weeks spoke for the
administration in favor of such action
before our committee.

" I am particularly proud, personally,
of a message from Gov. Adlai E. Steven-
son, President Eisenhower's Democratic
opponent in his two campaigns for the
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Presidency. Adlai Stevenson has just
written me:
CHicaco, March 19, 1958.

Dear Dick: Lest there be any misunder-
standing as to my position, I want to make
it emphatically clear that I support whole-
heartedly your billboard control amendment
to the highway bill.

My reason for supporting this amendment
is that I consider it to be not only in the
public Interest, but absolutely essential to
preserving for American motorists their vast
investment in the new Federal Interstate
Highway System,

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
ADLAT.

I digress to call attention to the sig-
nificance of the fact that the two pre-
eminent leaders in American public life
both favor signboard regulation as pro-
posed in the amendment sponsored by
the junior Senator from California and
myself. Although we are not commit-
ting them to crossing every “i” and dot-
ting every “t,”” as we are committed,
nevertheless the general policy of bill-
board regulation is supported by Dwight
D. Eisenhower, President of the United
States, and by former Gov. Adlai E.
Stevenson, who was Mr. Eisenhower's
Democratic opponent in the two most
recent national elections. I believe this
circumstance should be of significance
and interest to all Senators.

I might add, Mr. President, that Gov-
ernor Stevenson’s position is of a piece
with his whole consistent record in favor
of sound policies of conservation, of pre-
serving natural values as an essential
element of the humane life in the whirl-
pools of urban and industrial commer-
cialization in which our daily lives are in-
creasingly caught up.

Mr. President, I conclude my speech on
that point. Industry opponents of the
signboard control measures I have spon-
sored repeatedly counter with the claim
that industry has a policy of not in-
terfering with particularly beautiful
views or spectacular scenery. They
speak of the ordinary range lands, prai-
ries, forests, and farmlands through
which much of the cross-country high-
way system will pass as if, because they
lack the distinetion of special grandeur
or unusualness, such roadside areas
might as well be covered up by the well-
built, neatly lettered, brightly colored
billboard structures of which the indus-
try boasts.

That misses the point. Not all of
America is uniformly beautiful and spec-
tacular and blessed with scenic grandeur
of mountains and forests and waterfalls.

Not all of America, for example, has
the extraordinary scenery which can be
viewed along the California and Oregon
seacoast, where United States Highway
101 clings like a lariat, but all of America
has exceptional qualities of different dis-
tinctions—distinctions which, in my
opinion, should not be, willy-nilly, plas-
tered with signboards, particularly
along roads for which the motorists
themselves have paid, and which they
have a right to enjoy free of the bill-
board blight. There are wheatfields and
handsome farms, and there are also poor,
ramshackle farms and tenant shacks and
even junk yards along the roads. But
this is all our country, and when we see
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the roadsides, we may see our country
as it exists. The point is that none of
these roadside views is there specifically
to force itself on our attention. None of
it is there specifically to try to sell us
anything. Day in and day out, every
American is assailed by advertising,
whether it be the hard sell or the soft
sell. Would it be such a sacrifice to let
him escape, even briefly, when he takes
to the open road to travel across his
country—the country which, fields and
streams and mountains and farms and
shacks and all, we have learned to de-
scribe as “America the Beautiful”?

I think the sellers of the Nation's goods
can afford Americans this brief respite
from salesmanship, without danger that
the American economy will forever col-
lapse. In this balancing of, on the one
hand, the values of economic self-inter-
est and, on the other, a noneconomic
interest in values not measureable in
money, let us for once vote to preserve
the latter.

That is why I urge that section 12,
sponsored jointly by the junior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHeEL] and my-
self, be retained in the highway bill now
before the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp, im~
mediately following my remarks, a num-
ber of telegrams and letters which I have
received from representative ecitizens in
my own State of Oregon, urging Con-
gressional action to provide cooperative
agreements with the States to control
and regulate the signboards along the
Interstate Highway System.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams and letters were ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

PorTLAND, OREG., March 21, 1958.
Hon, RIcHARD L, NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Please correct my telegram to read sup-
port billboard amendment,
- Barsara ELLIOTT DAVIES.

PoORTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington,D.C.:

Strongly support your billboard amend-

ment.
MeCaLL O1L Co.
Davras, Tex., March 22, 1958,
Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Eeep billboard amendment and oppose
efforts to weaken it, The people are incensed
over such use of our new highway system.
Let’s keep America beautiful now and for-
ever. We do not want billboards.

Mrs. DEW1TT RAY.

PORTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your conservation
work. Keep your billboard amendment in
highway bill,
Mrs. HaroLD B. GILL.

PORTLAND, ORrEG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations, your eflort billboard
amendmendt.,
EpITH IRELAND.
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PORTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D, C.:

Appreciate your keeping billboard amend-
ment A in highway bill.

Mras, HERBERT A. TEMPLETON.
PoRrTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D. C.;

Best of luck for your amendment to high-
way billboard bill. Important to keep high-
way free of all billboards. We feel very
strongly on this issue and sincerely hope you
will bend every effort.

MARrION G. ANDERSON.

PorTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D. C.:
Heartily support your stand on billboard
amendment,
Mrs. THEODORE A. ADAMS,
OsweGo, OrReG., March 22, 1958,
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D, C.:
Congratulations on your efforts to keep
billboard amendment in highway bill.
AnN and LAWRENCE SHAW,
PorTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulating your fine effort on bill-
board amendment.
Norma S. KUHN.

PORTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958,
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D. C.:

Oregon people want billboard legislation.
Will welcome passage amendment. Con-
gratulations.

Mrs. W. H. CROWELL.

PORTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D, C.:
Hoping your efforts concerning billboard
amendment are successful.
Mrs. A. E. BERTHA McINTOSH.
PORTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Washington, D, C.:
Everyone supports your efforts to keep
billboard amendment in highway bill.
Mrs. JOYLE DAHL,
PoRTLAND, OREG., March 21, 1958.
Hon. RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.!
Strongly urge continue support keeping
billboard amendment highway bill.
Mrs. DAN MARLARKEY, Jr.

PorTLAND, OREG., March 22, 1958.
Benator RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Strongly urge your continued support
keeping billboard amendment in highway
bill,

Mrs. HENRY F. CABELL,

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF PORTLAND,

Portland, Oreg., March 18, 1958.
The Honorable RicHARD L., NEUBERGER,
The United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SenaToR: I have read with much
interest the amendment proposed by Sen-
ator KucHEL and you to section 122 of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. I think
you have done a good job in putting together
the content of this amendment, and I hope
you and your associate will succeed in having
it grafted onto the main highway act.

Kind regards.

Yours truly,
E. B. MACNAUGHTON,
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OreEGON RoADSIDE COUNCIL,
Portland, Oreg., March 20, 1958.
Eprror, BETTER RoADs,
Chicago, Il

Dear Sm: In your issue of October 1957,
there is a letter signed by Frank Blake which
carries misstatements which I think should
be corrected. Mr. Blake is director of pub-
lic relations of the Outdoor Advertising Asso-
ciation of America. He states, *“We have not
the slightest desire or intention of exploit-
ing the open country, nor the scenic areas
alongside the new Interstate Highway Sys-
tem, and we operate under a strict code of
practices that would prevent such action on
our part.” What are the facts? Billboards
put up by members of his association blight
the open country and scenic areas alongside
the new interstate system in many, many
places over the country.

As an example of the error in the claim
of the outdoor advertisers and their dis-
regard of the wishes of the majority of peo-
ple, I enclose a photograph of a section of
the New Portland (Oreg.)-Salem Freeway, a
part of the interstate system, new U. B.
No. 5, with four billboards in sight. This
highway traverses the open country of the
lovely Willamette Valley with views of the
snowcapped Cascade Range—Mt. Hood, Mt.
Jefferson, ete. Yet the billboards shown in
the plcture were recently erected by mem-
bers of the Outdoor Advertising Association
of America.

I hope you can use this photo and, per-
haps, this letter (in part) in your columns.

Very truly yours,
THorNTON T. MUNGER,
Vice President.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, before
the Senator yields the floor, will he yield
for a brief comment?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. KEUCHEL. Icongratulate the able
Senator from Oregon on a very clear
expression of the intention for which the
billboard amendment was drafted, and
a very clear demonstration of what he
believes—a belief in which I am pleased
to share completely—can be accom-
plished if the amendment remains in the
Senate bill and continues to be a part
of the vehicle to which it is now at-
tached, the Highway Act of 1958.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I particularly ap-
preciate the generous comments of the
Senator from California, because with-
out his cooperation it is my feeling that
we would not have this proposal in the
Senate today. I thank him from the
bottom of my heart.

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues
for their indulgence, and I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT OF SOIL BANK ACT,
RELATING TO COMPLIANCE WITH
CORN ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 10843) to amend
section 114 of the Soil Bank Act with
respect to compliance with corn acre-
age allotments. I ask unanimous con-
sent for the immediate consideration of
the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be read for the information
of the Senate.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
10843) to amend section 114 of the Soil
Bank Act with respect to compliance with
corn acreage allotments having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

That section 114 of the Soil Bank Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
this section—(1) no person shall be ineli-
gible to recelve payments or compensation
under an acreage reserve contract for 1958
by reason of the fact that the corn acreage
on the farm exceeds the farm acreage allot-
ment for corn if the county in which such
farm is located is included in the commer-
clal corn-producing area for the first time
in 1858; (2) no person shall be ineligible to
receive payments or compensation under an
acreage reserve contract for any year subse-
quent to 1958 or a conservation reserve
contract by reason of the fact that the corn
acreage on the farm exceeds the farm acre-
age allotment for corn if such contract was
entered into prior to January 1 of the first
year for which the county is included in
the commercial corn-producing area: Pro-
vided, That the foregoing provision of this
sentence shall apply only to a farm for
which an ‘old farm’ corn allotment is estab-
lished for such first year. For purposes of
this provision, a contract which has been
terminated by the producer under the pro-
gram regulations by reason of the fact that
the county in which the farm is located was
included in the commercial corn-producing
area for the first time in 1958, and which
is reinstated, shall be deemed to have been
entered into as of the original date of exe-
cution of such contract.”

ALLEN J, ELLENDER,
OLIN D. JOHNSTON,
SpPEssArD L, HoLLAND,
GEORGE D. ATKEN,
Mmton R. YoUNG,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
Harorp D. CooLEY,
W. R. POAGE,
E. C. GaTHINGS,
WiLiam 8. HiLL,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
want it distinetly understood that the
Senate amendment does not prevail in
its entirety, but that the two things
which the Senate set out to do are ac-
complished under the conference sub-
stitute.

The first was to make certain that the
persons in the 38 counties of the Nation
which have become this year commer-
cial corn counties for the first time, and
who had last year or the year before
signed conservation reserve agreements,
were not penalized because their counties
had come into the classification of com-
mercial corn counties, and thereby forced
to accept corn allotments or forgo their
Soil Bank payments which neither they
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nor the Government had in mind at the
time the conservation reserve agree-
ments were entered into. The programs
to that effect were completely approved
by the Department of Agriculture.

The second thing which was sought to
be accomplished was to give similar pro-
tection to those who had signed acreage
reserve agreements under the Soil Bank
prior to January 1, 1958, which affected
their winter-wheat plantings last fall.
They were entitled equally to the pro-
tection which I have just stated. Those
two objectives are carried out by the sub-
stitute.

The third objective which is added in
the substitute is one with which the
Senate conferees were not in full ac-
cord, but which, apparently, had to be
granted in order to get a bill. That was
the inclusion of an arrangement making
the same provision apply to acreage re-
serve contracts for this year—1958—
alone, whether they were signed since
the beginning of the year or not.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REecorp a
short statement I have prepared on the
subject.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HOLLAND—DIFFER=
ENCES BETWEEN THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO
H. R. 10843 AND THE CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE
THEREFOR

The conference substitute differs from the
Senate amendment to H. R. 10843 in that it
extends its provisions to all 1958 acreage
reserve contracts in the 38 counties first in-
cluded in 1958 in the commercial corn-pro-
ducing area. As related to acreage reserve
contracts the Senate amendment covered
only those 1958 contracts executed prior to
January 1, 1958, which would have meant
that only winter wheat acreage reserve con-
tracts entered into last fall would have been
covered.

The House bill differed from the Senate
amendment Iin two respects in the case of
acreage reserve contracts. The House bill
covered all 1958 acreage reserve contracts in
the 38 new countles, but did not apply to
acreage reserve contracts for any subsequent
year. The Senate amendment applied only
to acreage reserve contracts executed prior
to January 1, and would be applicable to 1959
acreage reserve contracts if there should be
an acreage reserve program for 1959.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision with respect to covering all
1958 acreage reserve contracts and the Senate
provision with respect to covering 1959 acre-
age reserve contracts.

Both the House bill and the Senate amend-
ment provided exemption from the require-
ment of cross-compliance with corn acreage
allotments for all conservation reserve con-
tracts entered into prior to January 1 of the
first year in which the county was included
in the commercial corn area. This exemp-
tion is a permanent one and is retalned in
the conference substitute.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
conference report was unanimously ap-
proved and signed by the Senate con-
ferees, and was approved and signed by
four of the five House conferees,

I move that the conference report be
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.
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FEDERAL-ATD HIGHWAY ACT OF
1958

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3414) to amend and sup-
plement the Federal-Aid Highway Act
approved June 29, 1956, to authorize ap-
propriations for continuing the con-
struction of highways, and for other
purposes.

Mr. HOBLITZELL., Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded fo call
the roll.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, across
the several States of the Nation there
are hundreds of thousands of miles, per-
haps literally millions of miles, of city
streets, county roads, State highways,
and other thoroughfares of various
types, built by all levels of government,
from the smallest type of local, public
agency to the Government of the United
States.

For many years it has been the policy
of the Federal Government to provide to
the several States an incentive to con-
struct certain types of thoroughfares
within the jurisdiction of each State.
The participation by the Federal Gov-
ernment has been financial, although in
addition the Congress has laid down for
the Federal Bureau of Public Roads cer-
tain standards and guidelines by which
the Bureau should determine the avail-
ability of Federal moneys to any par-
ticipating State.

Two years ago the Congress of the
United States debated the question of
whether the Federal Government should
participate—and, if so, to what extent—
in the construction of a great Interstate
Highway System, not only important to
the needs of the civilian economy of the
country, but also important to the de-
fense of the American people. In the
debate in the Senate and in the debate
in the House of Representatives, the
tragic toll of dead and maimed, each
year, as a result of highway accidents
was iterated and reiterated. It was also
in the interest of safety of the American
traveling public that the Congress de-
bated the problem involved in the possi-
ble construction of a great, new system
of high-speed arterial highways, all of
limited access, all built to specifications
of the highest standards, which in the
end would ribbon the United States from
north to south and from east to west.

Ultimately the Congress passed the
interstate and defense highway law
under which the Federal Treasury would
underwrite 90 percent of the cost of
construction. The bill also provided
that the Federal Bureau of Public Roads
would carefully sit in judgment as to the
high standards which each State must
follow in order to obtain nine-tenths of
the cost of constructing the system
within its borders.

In the intervening months, construc-
tion across the country has progressed;
but for many reasons it has not
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progressed with the rapidity which was
envisioned at the time when the bill was
passed

Thus, as the Senate deliberates this
week on proposed legislation to get the
13-year Interstate Highway System con-
struction program back on the track,
the Senate has also—two years after the
original law was passed—still to face up
to a fundamental problem, as the pend-
ing bill faces up to it now. That is
simply whether the American people
have the right to look forward to a
great new highway system, unspoiled by
indiseriminate outdoor advertising, I
say the American people have that right
and that Congress has a duty to perform
in this field.

I wish to say in all frankness that last
August, I believe it was, the able junior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]
submitted an amendment to give the
States of the Union an incentive to con-
trol outdoor advertising along the
Interstate System. I felt that that mat-
ter involved some problems which needed
to be resolved before such a proposal
would justify bipartisan majority sup-
port in the Congress.

One such problem dealt with a con-
stitutional question. I can illustrate it
best, Mr. President, by indicating it in
the following way: A State such as my
own—~California—has, by its own State
constitutional provisions, delegated
police power to incorporated communi-
ties within the borders of the State, to
the extent that such incorporated com-
munities, in determining the wuse to
which private property may under their
jurisdiction be put, act entirely apart
from any legislation which the State
legislature, on its own part, may pass for
the rest of the area within the borders
of the State.

As a Californian, I wanted my State
to be able to avail itself of any incentive
legislation adopted by Congress under
which a State could reasonably exercise
its zoning authority, and, thus, I wanted
such legislation to recognize the problem
of “home rule” State constitutions, and
to permit States to enter into agree-
ments with the Federal Government to
control outdoor advertising on the Inter-
state System without penalizing them for
their home-rule constitutional provi-
sions.

In the intervening months between
August and January, my staff and I
studied, from a legal standpoint, that
problem, and some other problems, as a
result of which I was able, earlier this
year, to introduce my own conception of
an incentive bill by which States would
be encouraged to adopt their zoning leg-
islation, in reasonable manner, in ac-
cordance with the national policy.

I said earlier today I was perfectly
delighted to work with the distinguished
junior Senator from Oregon in the last
several weeks, and to fashion what I am
pleased to say in my judgment is an hon-
est, realistic, and workable piece of leg-
islation in this field. We jointly offered
it to the Public Works Committee of the
Senate, and, with one or two changes, by
a majority vote the committee approved
that amendment.

Earlier today the Senator from Oregon
lucidly indicated what the proposal does.

March 2}

For the purpose of endeavoring to assist
my fellow Senators who will avail them-
selves of the REcorp during the week, to
help them determine how they will cast
their vote on this problem, I wish to add
just a few more words of my own as to

.the scope of this committee-approved

amendment.

First of all, the billboard section of the
highway bill before the Senate lays down
a national policy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the part of S. 3414 appearing on
page 20, and continuing down to line 25
on page 21, entitled “National Policy,”
be set forth in the REcorp at this portion
of my comments.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Sec. 122, Areas adjacent to the Interstate
System.

“{a) National policy: To promote the
eafety, convenience, and enjoyment of public
travel and the free flow of interstate com-
merce and to protect the public investment
in the National System of Interstate and
Dzfense Highways, it 1s hereby declared to be
in the public interest to encourage and as-
sist the States to control the use of and
to improve areas adjacent to the Interstate
System by controlling the erection and main-
tenance of outdoor advertising signs, displays,
and devices adjacent to that system. It is
hereby declared to be a national policy that
the erection and maintenance of outdoor
advertising signs, displays, or devices within
660 feet of the edge of the right-of-way and
visible from the main-traveled way of all
portions of the Interstate System should be
regulated, consistent with national stand-
ards to be prepared and promulgated by the
Secretary, which shall provide for:

(1) Directional or other official signs or
notices that are required or authorized by
law.

(2) Signs advertising the sale or lease of
the property upon which they are located.

(3) Slgns not larger than 500 square inches
advertising activities being conducted at a
location within 12 miles of the point at
which such signs are located.

(4) Signs erected or maintained pursuant
to authorization in State law and not in-
consistent with the national policy and
standards of this section, and designed to
give information in the specific interest of
the traveling public.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, Sena-
tors may read that national policy and
I hope, like the authors, agree with it
in its goal, and, generally in the manner
of reaching it.

With respect to that part of the na-
tional policy which appears after sub-
paragraph (3), the committee saw fit
specifically to provide that signs of not
more than 500 square inches, advertis-
ing activities being conducted at a loca-
tion within 12 miles of the point at
which such signs are located, would con-
stitute an exception to the national pol-
icy.

Earlier the Senator from Oregon and
I both discussed that amendment, which
we believe to be unfortunate, because in
our view, it would be the State legisla-
tures, acting in accordance with their
own constitutional authority, which
would determine how and in what man-
ner signs might appear along the Inter-
state System, in a fashion best designed
to assist the traveling publie, and in ac-
cordance with the national policy. At
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any rate, aside from that amendment, as
I say, it seems to me this basic policy
should appeal to Senators on both sides
of the aisle.

Mr. President, the billboard regulation
amendment, aside from recognizing ex-
ceptions which are noted in this national
policy, recognizes that there are other
exceptions which must exist, and which
must exist reasonably.

By reason of the problem created by
home-rule communities, the bill recog-
nizes that under any agreements be-
tween the Federal Government and a
State, incorporated communities which
exercise home-rule authority shall be
excluded.

Besides the constitutional reasons in-
volved, Mr. President, I think there are
some very practical reasons involved in
recognizing that type of exception. I
think, Mr. President, you would agree
that in the average incorporated city in
American through which an interstate
high-speed road may run, for 2 or 10 or
15 miles, there is not considerable beauty
to be preserved. I need not dwell upon
that point, Mr. President, except to say
the problem with respect to incorporated
cities does not represent any overriding
consideration in the legislation before
the Senate; but, in the last analysis, it
does recognize a constitutional question,
and to that extent I think we have ob-
viated a serious problem by our provision
for excluding them.

It also recognizes, Mr. President, and
this is most important to Senators who
will be sitting in judgment on the prob-
lem, that the Interstate Highway System
will inevitably pass through areas in the
Nation which are commercial in char-
acter, which are industrial in character,
or which are business in character. It
recognizes that a State legislature, in
adopting legislation under the incentives
offered by the bill before the Senate, may
recognize the character of such areas,
and having recognized them, provide
that the policy shall not apply in those
areas.

It does something else. It provides
that where any part of the Interstate
Highway System is in being prior to the
effective date of the present law—which
is the year 1956—where no new rights-
of-way are required to be purchased, the
policy shall not apply. Thus we are not
faced with the problem of retroactive
application of zoning laws.

This is a forward-looking bill, This is
a bill which, if enacted, will give the
States of the American Union all across
the country an opportunity to pass ap-
propriate legislation to preserve the
scenic beauty of the Nation through
which the great bulk of the 41,000 miles
of Interstate Highway System is yet to be
constructed—indeed, yet to result in the
acquisition of rights-of-way by all the 48
States.

Mr. President, I have received a num-
ber of communications from my State
and elsewhere endorsing the provisions
of the legislation which the able junior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER]
and I have jointly sponsored. I ask

unanimous consent that a number of
such communications be printed at this
point in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the letters
and telegrams were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

NaTroNAL COUNCIL OF
StaTe GarpEN CLUBS, INC.,
Alexandria, La., March 20, 1958.
Hon. THoMmas H. KUCHEL,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR KucHEL: We understand that
March 25 is an important day for advocates
of billboard-control legislation,

May I remind you that 400,000 members
of garden clubs throughout the Nation are
vitally concerned over the protection of the
new Interstate Highway System roadsides
from billboard advertising, and we bespeak
your support.

Very sincerely,
RusY HARRIS
Mrs. Homer H. Harris,
Chairman.
THE GARDEN CLUB oF HONOLULU,
March 31, 1958.
Hon. TEoMAs H. EUcHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTOR KUcHEL: We of the Garden
Cluh of Honolulu are interested in the bill-
board legislation which is now pending. We
believe that it would be a tragic mistake
to permit our new highway to be cluttered
up with billboards such as unfortunately
already exist in many parts of the mainland
of the United States.

America is a beautiful land and we are
but trustees for future generations. Part
of our obligation is to pass on our land to
our children with all its strength and beauty.
We believe that the overwhelming majority
of the people of America want to see the new
highway free from the unsightliness of ad-
vertising billboards. The legislation pend-
ing before your committee would go far to
accomplish that end.

Although we in Hawaii have no volce in the
Congress of the United States, we are Ameri-
cans, many of us with our roots in the main-
land of the United States and hence have
an interest in the preservation of our land
unimpaired with all its scenic beauty. I
hope you will not feel it presumptuous for
us to express our views. I am requested by
the Garden Club of America to state our
position,

The Members of Congress who have been

-in Hawaii, I am sure, were impressed by the

absence of billboards along our highways.
What we have done in Hawail can be done
in the new highway about to be constructed.
We hope that you will act favorably on the
pending legislation.
Respectfully,
DOROTHY ANTHONY
Mrs. J. Garner Anthony,
President, Garden Club of America.
SanTA BARBARA, CALTF., March 21, 1958.
Re billboards, interstate highways (abso=-
lutely no billboards) .
Senator THoMAS H. KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnNaATOR KUCHEL: As the time ap-
proaches for a final decision on the above
matter it behooves all of us to do what we
can to resolve this issue, with its widespread
ramifications for years to come, in the best
way for the most.

Certainly this means irrevocably no bill-
boards on the Interstate Highway System.

We, your constituents, look to you to aid
in bringing order out of the present chaos
of ambiguous legislation being instituted by
special selfish interests in the name of
politics.

Great strength to you in your task for us.

Very truly yours,
ELizapeTH T. McMENEMLY,
(Mrs, Legan T.).
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San Francrsco, CaLir., Mareh 21, 1958.
The Honorable THoMAs H. EUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senaror KucHEL: May I urge you to
use your influence and vote against granting
any permission to the advertising industry
to erect billboards anywhere along the pro-
posed new Federal highways. Both consid-
erations of traffic safety and of elementary
esthetics would seem to make such a stand
highly desirable.

Sincerely yours,
Rarra A. Bive.

D —

SUNNYVALE STANDARD,
Sunnyvale, Calif., March 20, 1958.
Senator THomAs KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR KUcHEL: Enclosed is a copy
of the editorial page which ran earlier this
week In the Mountain View Register-Leader
and the Sunnyvale Standard. I thought you
would be interested in this support of a
measure to control billboards along the new
Federal system of superhighways.

I hope the Congress will institute these
controls, and Governor Harriman's article in
the recent Reporter well outlines the advan-
tages for the American people in such legis-
lation.

Very sincerely,
JosePH C. HOUGHTELING,
Publisher.

MONTEREY PENINSULA HERALD,
Monterey, Calif., March 19, 1958.
Senator THomAs H. KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeNATOR KUCHEL: The Advertising
Federation of America has sent me a long
telegram signed by Robert M. Feemster,
chairman of the board, asking my opposition
to the antibillboard section of the Gore pub-
lic roads bill. This is on the grounds “that
an attack on the rights of one legal medium
of advertising soon can be translated into
attacks on all other mediums.”

This is sheer nonsense. I am heartily in
favor of the antibillboard section and only
wish that it were more drastic. You and
I have witnessed in California a deteriora-
tion of the appearance of our eivilization due
to failure to control the exploitation of our
highways by billboard interests. In my
county the billboard interests have fought
one zoning effort after another, but they've
always been licked for the past 25 years.

‘We hope that Congress will stand by and
act to prevent wholesale piracy by these
predators upon the new great highways bullt
by the taxpayers of the country, from which
the people have the right to enjoy the un-
marred appearance of their fair land.

Best wishes.

Yours sincerely,
ALLEN GRIFFIN.

OaxLAND, CaLYF,, March 24, 1958.
Hon. THoMmAs KUcCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Heartily favor keeping billboard amend-
ment in highway bill.
Mr. and Mrs. HERBERT E. HaLL.

BERKELEY, CALIF,, March 23, 1958.
Senator THomas KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Don't let America the beautiful become
America the billboard. Heartily support
Euchel bill to control billboard advertising
on national highways.

HeLEN LyoN HAWKINS,
QuAL HAWKINS,
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SAN MATEO, CALYF., March 23, 1958.
Senator THoMaAas KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Strongly urge you vote “¥Yes” provision

banning billboards Federal highway.
BrayToN WILBUR,
SANTA BarBARA, CALIF., March 23, 1958.
Senator THOMAS EKUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We are unalterably opposed to any adver-
tising along Federal highways and hope you
will make every effort to see that this 1s done
and oppose any efflort to drop billboard
amendment to the highway bill or to further
weaken it.

Mrs., DoroTHY E. WARDEN,
President, Santa Barbara and Monti-
cello Garden Club.

MoNTECITO, CALIF., March 22, 1958.
Senator THoMAS KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Please vote to keep billboard amendment

in highway bill.
Mrs. HAROLD (FRANCES) SHEETS.
BURLINGAME, CALTF., March 22, 1958,
Senator THoMAS KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;:

Strongly urge retention billboard amend-
ment in highway bill and oppose further
weakening of bill.

OnE HUNDRED MEMBERS OF HILLSBOR-
OUGH GARDEN CLUB CALIFORNIA.
CARPENTERIA, CALIF., March 22, 1958.
Senater THomas KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

May I urge you to do everything you can
to keep amendment in highway billboard
bill and to oppose any effort to weaken it
Turther.

Mrs. WALTER W. CLEM.

SANTA BARBARA, CALIF,, March 23, 1958.
Senator THomAs KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Strongly urge you to support billboard
clause in highway bill. Hope so much no
amendments will be added to weaken it,
Mrs. Francis E. LLoyb.

SANTA BARBARA, CALIF,, March 22, 1958.
Senator THoMas KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

To preserve the natural beauty of our
Btate we ask you to vote for the billlboard
amendment in the highway bill soon to be
voted upon. We feel you have the same af-
fection for the State that we have.

Mary and WiLLiam C. McDUFFIE,

MonTECITO CALIF., March 22, 1958,
Senator Tromas H. KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Do not permit the Highway Interstate
billboard legislation to be further weakened.
LogAN T. MCMENEMY,

MoNTECTTO, CALIF.,, March 22, 1958.
Senator THomAs H. KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Urge you to oppose any effort to further
weaken billboard interstate legislation.
era T. McCMENEMY,

GOLETA, CALIF,, March 22, 1958.
Senator THoMAsS KUCHEL,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Please don’t weaken highway bill and do
keep billboard amendment,
Mrs. SELLAR BULLARD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from California yield the
floor?

Mr. KUCHEL. Does the Senator
from Minnesota desire to speak?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to present’

a few items for the RECORD.
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

RETENTION OF MILITARY LEGAL
PERSONNEL

Mr. HUMPRHEY. Mr. President, in
recent days and weeks we have been
hearing a good deal about the critical
problem facing the Armed Forces in con-
nection with the retention of trained
personnel. As one who subscribes to the
objectives and most of the recommenda-
tions of the so-called Cordiner report, I
am particularly hopeful that the Con-
gress in the present session will embark
on imaginative, new legislative steps to
help assure that our Armed Forces may
recruit and retain high-caliber person-
nel at all levels.

In our current emphasis upon reten-
tion of technical and scientific personnel,
primary and essential though that may
be, we must not lose sight of all of the
other contributing factors which make
for an effective military organization.
Earlier Congresses have recognized a
special need for professional manpower
in the field of medicine and dentistry and
have recognized it in a special way—au-
thorizing what in effect is incentive pay
for doctors and dentists in the Armed
Forces. Such action by prior Congresses
has successfully borne fruit in the avail-
ability and retention of medical and den-
tal personnel.

Today the Armed Forces face a crisis
in the field of retention of military law-
yers.

In recent months this matter has been
forcefully brought to my attention by
letters from constituents who are inter-
ested in or serving in legal positions in
the military. Following the introduction
of S. 1165 by the distinguished junior
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TrHURMOND], my office has received a good
many letters endorsing the principles of
the bill. I have selected five of these
letters at random, and I ask unanimous
consent that they, together with my
answer to them, be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ExHIBIT A
BLACKER & BLACKER,
ATTORNEYS AT Law,
Minneapolis, Minn., March 14, 1957.
Hon. HUBerT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaToR HumpHREY: I was gratified
to learn at our periodic United States Air
Force Reserve training meeting, made up of
20 Reserve officers, that Senator THURMOND
has introduced S. 1165.

As I understand it, the purpose of said bill
is to attempt in a measure to equalize pay
and incentives for lawyers on duty with the
Air Force similar to the provisions of law
now in effect for the benefit of doctors and
dentists who are on duty. Since there is a
shortage of legal personnel in the Air Force
and there seems to be difficulty in inducing
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the younger legal officers to stay on after
they finish their initial tour, I think the bill
will be of great benefit, and urge your sup-
port of the same,

All 20 members of our flight who were
in attendance at the above meeting were in
agreement that it would be in the best in-
terests of service if Senator THURMoOND'S bill
was passed by Congress. In my own experi-
ence, while on active duty for short periods,
I have had occasion to discuss the reasons
why some of the young legal officers looked
forward to the day that they had finished
their tour of duty. The reason usually given
for their desire to leave the service was based
upon the fact that they were not being
treated the same as the medical profession
and that they felt they could do better in
civillan life, These young officers on duty,
as well as I, and other members of our Re-
serve training flight, see no reason why
there should be a distinction made between
the two professions. The amount of pro-
fessional training initially is about the same,
and the reduced opportunity for earning
more in civilian life falls equally hard on
both professions.

I am sure that all members of my Reserve
tralning flight join with me in urging your
support of 8. 11656 as requested above.

Very sincerely yours,
HENRY S. BLACKER.

MARrCH 20, 1957.
Mr. HENRY 8. BLACKER,
Attorney at Law,
Minneapolis, Minn.

Dear Mr. Bracker: Thank you very much
for your letter of March 14 concerning S.
1165.

I know very well of the strong feeling of
Air Force lawyers that they have been dis-
criminated against in the past when their
salaries are compared with those of other
professional officers in the Air Force.

I am not on the committee which is con-
sidering this bill, but I am bringing your
letter to their attention and assure you that
I shall follow developments closely. You can
expect me to support this legislation if it
is recommended by the committee.

Best wishes.

Bincerely yours,
HuseeT H. HUMPHREY.
ExHisir B
8t. PauL, MinnN., May 2, 1957,
Hon. HueerT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

My DeAr SEwNATOR: My son, Lt. Col. John
F. Bell of Anchorage, Alaska, is Interested
in 8. 1165, a bill to increase the pay of judge
advocates in the Regular Army and place
them on the same level as doctors in the
Army Medical Service. I have been informed
that this bill has the support of the Amer-
ican Bar Association,

John has charge of the Judge Advocate
General's Office at Anchorage, Alaska, and is
supposed to have eight lawyers to assist in
the work. It is difficult for him to keep
assistants because of the inadequate income.
It would seem that the compensation of of-
ficers in the legal department should be
placed on a par with the compensation paid
to doctors in the Medical Service. I have
not seen the bill, but I am advised that S.
1165 has heen introduced for that purpose.

I will suggest to John that he write you
directly and give you all the data pertaining
to this bill. I trust that you will be able to
give it such consideration and support as it
seems to deserve.

I note that you are abroad just now.
No doubt you will obtain much information
in regard to the situation in the countries
that you are able to wisit.

With highest regards,

Sincerely yours,
RogperT C. BELL,
United States District Judge.
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May 9, 1957.
Hon. Ropert C. BELL,
United States Disirict Judge,
St. Paul, Minn.

Dear Junce Bern: As you know, Senator
HumpHREY 15 in the Middle East on official
Senate Foreign Relations Committee busi-
ness. In his absence I wanted to acknowl-
edge your letter of May 2.

Fortunately I can tell you that Senator
HumPHREY is deeply concerned about the dis-
crimination favoring doctors over lawyers
salary wise in the Air Force. You may count
on a favorable vote from the Senator for S.
1165 in case it is favorably reported by the
Armed Services Committee. Beyond that, I
am sure that the Senator will discuss the sit-
uation with his colleagues on the committee.
Meanwhile, I shall see to it that your own
interest in this matter is brought to the
committee’s attention.

Best wishes.

Sincerely yours,
Hueert H. HUMPHREY,
By THoMAS L. HUGHES,
Legislative Counsel.
ExHIBIT C
SJA 5039th A Base WiNG,
Seattle, Wash., May 16, 1957.
Hon: HueerT H, HUMPHREY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sewator HumpaHrey: My father,
United States District Judge Robert C. Bell
of St. Paul, wrote to you on May 2 concern-
ing 8. 1165, a bill to afford military attorneys
compensation to offset the higher income
that they could obtain as civillans. I had
in no way solicited his assistance. Mr.
Hughes of your office acknowledged my fa-
ther's letter with a very nice reply to the
effect that you favored such a bill. Because
of this correspondence, I take the liberty to
briefly present my views.

Of some 25 young lawyers who have
worked for me in the last several years, I
have been able to retain only one past his
earliest service-release date. All have pro-
fessed satisfaction with the military except
as to compensation. The result is that my
office consists of 8 lawyers, most without
experience, to do work which 5 experienced
men could do better. These youngsters leave
as they can start as civilians at nearly the
compensation they receive here and, if at
all competent, are soon making materially
more.

My own case may be somewhat in point.
As a lieutenant colonel with 17 years of ac-
tive commissioned service, my before-tax an-
nual pay and allowance total is $9,142.56.
To support my family in Alaska, I have had
to resort to teaching night school. I re-
cently had an opportunity to take a posi-
tion at $14,000 to be Increased to $18,000 af-
ter 3 years, Needless to say, as soon as I
can get a return through retirement on my
time invested in the military, I will owe it
to myself and my family to leave the Air
Force. I would remain as long as possible
with the incentive provided by S. 1165 as I
highly prefer the military to private prac-
tice or employment.

It is my sincere belief that enactment of
8. 1165 will save the Government money as
it will greatly reduce the large lawyer turn-
over and enable us to do a better job with
fewer people.

Sincerely yours,
JouN F, BELL,
Lieutenant Colonel,
United States Air Foree.

——

May 21, 1957.
Lt. Col. Jouw P. BeLL,
SJA 5039th Air Base Wing,
Seattle, Wash.
Dear CorowEn BrErn: When I returned
from the Middle East yesterday, I found
your letter on my desk concerning S. 1165.
Your experience with lawyer turnover in
the Air Force is typical of the reports which
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have come to my desk earlier. They all bol-
ster the arguments in favor of 8. 1165, and
as my legislative counsel, Mr. Hughes, pre-
viously wrote to your father, you may be
sure that I shall support this bill. During
its consideration I shall hayve ocecasiom to
make use of the account you have sent me
of your own experience. I know that it will
be helpful.

Please do not hesitate to write to me any
time I can be of assistance in any way.

Best wishes.

Sincerely yours,
Husert H. HUMPHREY.

Exmsir D

Bemipsi, MinN,, May 21, 1957,
Hon. HusBerRT HUMPHREY,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D, C.

DeAr SeEnaTOR HUMPHREY: At the present
time I am home on leave from the United
States Army where I am serving as first lieu-
tenant i1 the Judge Advocate General's Corps.
It has been brought to my attention that
there is presently in Congress a bill which
would give incentive pay as well as certain
promotion advantages to members of the
Judge Advocate General's Corps. Although I
have not had an opportunity to read the bill
and study it in detall, my present under-
standing of its contents results in my writing
you to support it in the Senate,

Of course, my being a member of the Judge
Advocate General’s Corps certainly makes me
an “interested party,” but being somewhat
close to the situation, I sincerely believe that
such proposed measures are a necessity for
the existence of a good Judge Advocate Gen-
eral’s Corps in the Army. This I believe to be
so for the following reason: What with the
present 6-month programs in the Army,
National Guard, and Air Force, good men
with law degrees are going to accept 6-
months’ programs rather than take a direct
commission for 3 years, even though it be at
officer status. This I belleve to be only a
logical choice unless the military would offer
career opportunities to lawyers in the Judge
Advocate General's Corps. I, myself, had a
choice between 2 years in the draft and 3
years in the Judge Advocate General's Corps
as an officer, and I chose the latter. However,
today the cholce is between 6 months and 3
years, and were I to have this choice teday
I would, without question, take the 6-
months’ program so that I could more quiek-
1y get back into the active practice of law in
civillan life. I therefore feel that there is an
essential need today to provide incentives to
young lawyers to apply for 3-year judge advo-
cate general commissions and from what Iun-
derstand, the bill in question does just that.

Needless to say, my position rests upon the
promise that a Judge Advocate General's
Corps should be composed of the best grade
of lawyers obtainable and I am sure this
point need not be pressed here, since I am
sure you are well aware of the need for com-
petence and integrity in a group which de-
fends the liberties of our servicemen.

I would certainly appreciate learning your
position in regard to this bill—whether pro
or con—as I can readily understand when
other factors as, e. g., need for budget cuts,
necessitate an adverse position. If you find
reason for being in favor of the bill, I would
appreciate your doing everything possible to
effect its passage. Thank you.

Respectfully yours,
ArLEN I. SAEKS,

First Lieutenant, Student Detachvment,
the Judge Advocate General's School,
United States Army.

JUNE 8, 1957.
Ist Lt. ALLEN I. SAEKS,

Student Detachment,

Judge Advocate General School,
Charloitesville, Va.

DeArR LIEUTENANT SAEKS: Please forgive

this delay in replying to your letter con-
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cerning a special bill for legal officers In
the armed services.

8. 1166 introduced by Senator THUR-
»oND, is the bill you have in mind. Un-
fortunately, there have been no reports on
this bill yet from the appropriate adminis-
trative agencles. These reports are usually
necessary before the Committee on Armed
Services will begin official consideration of
the bill.

There is 8 good deal of Interest in this
legislation, and I myself am sympathetie to
it. You may be sure that I shall do every-
thing possible to speed action on it once
these reports have been received,

Best wishes,

Sincerely yours, D
Hueert H. HUMPHREY.

ExuamsiT E

HEADQUARTERS, 83D FIGHTER-

Day Wine (TAC),
UNITED STATES AR FORCE,

Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, N. C.

September 23, 1957.
Hon, HuserT H. HUMPHREY,

United States Senate,

Washington, D, C,

Dear SeEnaToR HUMPHREY: In the last ses-
sion of Congress, the Honorable Stronm
TaunMoND introduced a bill whereby com-
missioned attorneys in the Armed Forces of
the United States are to receive professional
pay analogous to that now being received
by those in the medical profession.

The American Bar Assoclation in its re-
cent meeting in London has, as a part of its
six-point program concerning the coming
year, emphasized more effective action to
secure Federal legislation to end pay and
rank discrimination against lawyers in the
Armed Forces,

As a member of the Minnesota Bar, for-
merly practieing in the good city of Minne-
apolis, I am seeking your support in this mat-
ter and am hoping that all possible action
will be taken to see that favorable legisla-
tion is enacted in the above regard.

Sincerely yours,
Epmonp T. SEXTON,
First Lieutenant, United States Air
Force, Judge Advocate,
SEPTEMBER 27, 1957.
Mr. EomonD T. SExTON,

Judge Advocate, Headquarters, 83d
Fighter-Day Wing (TAC), Seymour
Johnson Air Force Base, N. C.

Dear MR. SExTON: Thank you for your re-
cent letter. You have my assurance that L
will strongly support S. 1165.

With the increasing need for trained attor-
neys, I feel that this bill would greatly con-
tribute to the retention of such badly needed
personnel in the armed services. S. 1165
was not acted upon this past session. The
Armed Services Committee is awaiting re-
ports from the Departments of Treasury and
Defense before further action can be taken.
I will continue fo press for approval of S.
1165 in the next session.

Best wishes.

Sincerely yours,
Husery H. HUMPHREY,

ExmiBIT F
ANDREWS AIR FORCE BasE,
Washington, March 19, 1958.
Senator HueertT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR: I have this date received a
copy of the statement of Mr. Charles S.
Rhyne, president of the American Bar Asso=
clation, before the subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, appointed to
study revised pay schedules for the military
services.

Mr. Rhyne, after clearly setting forth the
facts with respect to the problems of reten=-
tion and experience level of judge advocates
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in the military services, unqualifiedly rec-
ommended, inter alia, that the provisions of
Senate bill 1165 be included as an amend-
ment to Senate bill 8081 to be known as the
Thurmond amendment.

That since shortly after World War II the
uniformed services have been dismally un-
able to retain on a career basis young law-
yers, who would not in the first instance be
available to the military service were it not
for their vulnerability to selective service, is
an uncontrovertible fact. This retention
problem will be further aggravated by the
progressively greater number of senior judge
advocates facing mandatory retirement be-
ginning in 1960 and the number of such
officers, who then and shortly thereafter,
having completed 20 years active service, will
seek voluntary retirement. That an equally
dismal personnel picture which until recent
years existed in the medical departments of
the military services was substantially alle-
viated by the enactment of special incentive
pay, promotion, and service-credit legislation
is so manifest as to require no comment.
Can any logical reason be advanced that
similar legislation for service judge advocates
if promptly enacted cannot accomplish simi-
lar results? The 1-year fallure of the De-
partment of Defense to submit any report
on this legislation is clearly indicative that
this problem exists and that it can only be
solved by special incentive pay, promotion,
and service-credit provisions for judge ad-
vocates.

As a long-time resident of the Fifth Dis-
trict, Hennepin County, a Minnesota attor-
ney, and a career military judge advocate, I
earnestly request your serious consideration
of the aforementioned statement of Mr.
Rhyne, the provisions of Senate bill 1165,
and your active wholehearted support of
such legislation.

Awaiting an expression of your opinion in
the premises, I remain,

Sincerely,
ROBERT J. RITTER,
Lieutenant Colonel, United States
Air Force Deputy Staff Judge Ad-
vocate Headquarters, ARDC.

MarcH 22, 1958.
Lt. Col. RoBerT J. RITTER,

United States Air Force, Deputy Staff
Judge Advocate, Headquarters, ARDC,
Andrews Air Force Base, Washington,
D.C.

DeAr CoLonEL RrTTER: Thank you for your
letter proposing that 5. 11656 be adopted as
an amendment to legislation providing a new
formula for computing basic pay rates for
members of the armed services.

I am in complete sympathy with the pro-
visions of 8. 1165 and I am fully cognizant
of the problem of procuring and retaining
Judge advocates in the military services. You
¢an count on my support.

It was a pleasure to hear from you and I
want you to feel free to call upon me at any
time.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
HuBerT H. HUMPHREY,

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, this
kind of interest on the part of lawyers
everywhere, military and nonmilitary,
has resulted in the endorsement of S.
1165 by several State bar associations.
Among them was the Minnesota Bar As-
sociation which, on November 16, 1957,
adopted a resolution to this effect.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the resolution be printed at this point
in the REecorp, as well as my acknowl-
edgement of it, addressed to the execu-
tive secretary of the Minnesota State
Bar Association.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tion and letter were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

ExHIBIT G

A ResorLuTioN ENDORsSING SENATE Binn 1165,
B5TH CONGRESS

Whereas there has been introduced in the
Congress of the United States Senate bill
1165, which provides for additional pay and
promotion for members of the legal profes-
sion serving with the armed services in a
legal capacity, bringing the pay and promo-
tlon status of military lawyers to a level
commensurate with the special professional
pay and promotion schedule now available to
members of the medical and other learned
professions serving with the military; and

Whereas it is the sense of the board of gov-
ernors of the Minnesota State Bar Associa-
tion that lawyers should receive such com-
mensurate compensation and rank, for their
professional training and skill are certainly as
valuable to the Armed Forces as those of the
other learned professions; that the armed
services are having great difficulty in pro-
curing and retaining even a minimum of
military lawyers, and that if they are unable
to do so, it will be impossible to administer
properly the present Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice; that sald code was made the
basis of military justice largely through the
efforts of civilian lawyers, and that we there-
fore have a responsibility to Insure its suc-
cessful operation; and that, finally, this bar
has a peculiar interest in and knowledge of
the needs and problems of the armed serv-
ices: Therefore, bhe it

Resolved, That the board of governors of
the Minnesota State Bar Association en-
dorses Senate bill 1165, and urges upon the
Congress of the United States its passage,
and the secretary be and he is directed to
send coples of this resolution to the Mem-
bers of the United States House of Repre-
sentatives and the United States Senate

from this State, and to the American Bar

Association.
(Adopted at board of governors meeting
November 16, 1957.)

DeceMsEeR 20, 1057,
Mr. BERT A. McEAaAsY,
Ezecutive Secretary, Minnesotaq State
Bar Association, Minneapolis, Minn.
Dear Mg, McEAsY: Thank you for sending
me a copy of the resolution passed by the
board of governors of the Minnesota State
Bar Assoclatlon approving Senate bill 1165.
I announced my support of this bill several
months ago and you can count on me to
work enthusiastically for its adoption. Un-
fortunately, I am not a member of the Sen-
ate committee which has jurisdiction over
the bill, but you may assure the board of
governors that I shall do everything possible
to speed its enactment.
Best wishes.
Sincerely yours,
Husert H. HUMPHREY.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Last week, Mr.
President, the American Bar Association
issued a pamphlet containing the best
summary of this whole problem yet to
appear in public. It was prepared by
the ABA’s Committee on Lawyers in the
Armed Forces and is entitled “Retention
of the Military Lawyer.”

The pamphlet deserves the widest pos-
sible circulation. I know the up-to-date
facts and figures contained in it are of
tremendous interest to many Members of
the Senate. It is a pity that the excel-
lent charts contained in this pamphlet
cannot be reproduced in the CoNGRES-
sioNaL REcorp, because they state the
predicament in graphic terms. The text
of the pamphlet, however, and the con-
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clusions are themselves of immense im-
portance, and I ask unanimous consent
that the text of the American Bar Asso-
ciation pamphlet, except those charts
which cannot be reproduced, be printed
at this point in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the pam-
phlet was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

RETENTION OF THE MILITARY LAWYER

{American Bar Assoclation Committee on
Lawyers in the Armed Forces)

THE LEGAL DEPARTMENTS OF THE SERVICES ARE
FACING A CRITICAL SHORTAGE OF EXPERIENCED
PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

Due to the complete turnover of officers in
the lieutenant grades, the coming eligibility
for retirement of officer-lawyers in the higher
grades and the serious shortage of captains
(Hieutenants) and majors (lleutenant com-
manders), the services are facing a critical
shortage of legally qualified personnel for
service in legal duties. This situation is be-
ing aggravated by the lack of ability to pro-
cure new lawyers.

‘The reason: pay is inadequate as compared
with the civilian lawyers in Government serv-
ice and with the income of lawyers in civilian
practice.

MILITARY LAWYERS

(a) Participated in 184,348 trials by courts-
martial during calendar year 1956, 5.84 times
the 31,664 cases handled in all United States
courts during fiscal year 1956.

(b) Reviewed for legal sufficiency during
fiscal year 1957 procurements valued at more
than $8 billion.

(c) Processed and handled contract appeals
in the amount of $80 milllon during fiscal
year 1957.

(d) Handled patent cases in total value of
over $3,200,000,000 during fiscal year 1957.

(e) Handled Government litigation involv-
ing hunaceds of millions of dollars.

(f) Attended 4,437 trials of United States
Armed Forces personnel by foreign tribunals
as legal observer designated to safeguard the
rights guaranteed by treaty.

THE FIELD OF THE MILITARY LAWYER
Military justice

(a) Participates in each court-martial,
Required by law as trial and defense counsel
and law officer in each general court. i

(b) Reviews all cases tried for legal suffi-
ciency and other considerations.

(c) Represents accused and Government
at trial and appellate levels.

(d) Berves as member of Boards of Review
in the Office of the Judge Advocate General,

(e) Advises the commander on all military
justice matters.

Military affairs

(a) Serves as general counsel to com-
mander on all military legal matters involv-
ing interpretation of laws pertaining to the
military.

(b) Advises as to administrative matters
involving legal points.

(c) Expert in pay, promotion, retirement,
and personnel laws.

(d) Renders legal advice on board actions
concerning elimination, financial responsi-
bility, etc.

Procurement

(a) Reviews and renders legal advice on
procurement matters.

(b) Handles contract dispute appeals be-
fore Armed Services Board of Contract
Appeals.

Patents

(a) Controls and coordinates legal aspects

of patent matters within the services.

Tazx and litigation
" (a) Handles matters concerning foreign,

Federal, State, and local tax matters affect-
ing the military services.
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(b) Acts as house counsel by collecting
evidence, interviewing witnesses,
briefs, and doing everything short of trial
appearance.

International law

(a) Observes all trials of military person-
nel by foreign courts to see that accuseds’
rights under treaty are protected.

(b) Participates In negotiation and prep-
aration of treaties and agreements with for-
elgn countries.

(c) Renders advice on air law.

(d) Renders advice on foreign law.

Claims

(a) Handles all claims for or against the
Government generated in military opera-
tions.

Legal assistance

(a) Furnishes legal assistance to military
personnel and dependents. Gives advice
pertaining to and prepares documents con-
cerned with landlord-tenant relations; in-
surance; wills; retirement; medical benefits;
tort actions; voting privileges; claims;
domicile; taxes; deeds; complaints; mar-
rlage; divorce; adoptions; conditional sales
contracts; repossession, and other facets of
the law and human relations.

Legislation
(a) Analyzes and explains proposed legis-
lation affecting the services.
(b) Drafts legislation emanating from the
services.

HOW MANY CAREER MILITARY LAWYERS DO
WE NEED?

Total requirement for military lawyers,
career and Reserve, should be in the ratio of
1.5 lawyers per 1,000 actual troop strength.
Present ratio authorized is 1.15 per 1,000.
Present “on board” ratio is 1.12 per 1,000.

How many career military lawyers is the
minimum required for adequate stability
and experience? Two-thirds of the num-
ber of lawyers authorized for the services.

Actual strength by grade against authorized

strength
U, 8. ARMY
Authorized | Assigned
Colonel a5 129
Lieut t colonel. . 157 158
Major 146 134
Captai 333 193
Livatenant. 2978 4458
03 6l
166 7
a8 216
474 281
139 501
JAG-LAW SPECIALISTS U, 8. NAVY
Captai 45 | 63
C loe: . = 114 168
'I 1, 4 T 1 Eret 1 1‘ 5-‘-
Lisatenant.._ ... ....... 105 53
Lieutenant (junior grade) .. 4‘1l gg

TYPICAL COMMENTS RECEIVED

Senior Air Force commander: “I note on
page 8 of the Air Force Times for March 2,
1957, a statement that bills have been intro-
duced into both the House and the Senate
which would pay judge advocate officers a
‘special bonus of from $100 to $250 per
month.’ TUntil recently I was opposed to
special pay for judge advocate officers for the
reason that the problem of retention exists
across the board. However, our problems
and experience here at * * * have convinced
me that definite action must be taken to
retain in the Alr Force our younger judge
advocate officers in more substantial numbera
thran has been possible in the past.
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“Besides the staff judge advocate and two
field-grade judge advocate officers, I am
authorized four judge advocates in the grade
of captain and two in the grade of lieutenant.
I have not had a single judge advocate officer
in the grade of captain assigned to his head-
gquarters since September 1855. Of necessity,
relatively inexperienced judge advocate offi-
cers in the grade of second and first lieuten-
ant have been required to perform duties de-
manding the experience level of captain.

“With a total authprization of 8 judge
advocate officers, this headquarters has lost
6 judge advocate officers since July 19586, 4 of
them to inactive duty. As replacements, we
have received 1 lieutenant with approxi-
mately 1 year's experience and 3 recent grad-
uates from law school without experience.
One of the 8 recent law-school graduates has
received notification that he has passed the
New York Bar examination but he has not
as yet become a member of the bar. One
judge advocate authorization has not been
filled and is now vacant.

“I am aware of the complexities of present-
day military law in both the military justice
and military affairs areas. No matter how
conscientious and promising a young judge
advoeate officer may be, there is no substitute
for experience, I can see no solution to the
problem other than to retain in the Air Force
younger judge advocates in greater numbers.

“Discussions with young judge advocate
officers reverting to inactive duty from this
headquarters have indicated that the hope of
greater remunerative rewards in civilian
practice stands high in their list of reasons
for not remaining on active duty. While I
fully appreciate that there are other reasons
why judge advocate officers do not remain on
active duty past their obligated tours, I am
convinced that extra pay would serve to re-
tain an appreciable number of lawyers in the
service. I strongly recommend Air Force
support of the proposed Congressional meas-
ures which would provide special pay for
judge advocate officers.”

Senior judge advocate: "My answer to No.
1 above is negative simply because I have
plenty of service and am now past the 20-
year mark. Fortunately for me I have other
income. .

“In view of ever-increasing and exacting
demands placed on the young lawyer today
in the service, the thought that no one has
heretofore championed the cause of incen-
tive pay for them makes me indignant. And
the lack of such incentive has simply
meant—these past 5 years—thousands of
these lads coming into the service, getting
valuable training at Government expense,
and going back home and making use of
such training in their private practice. I'm
sure the record will eloquently testify to
this,

“Lack of action to date proves to have been
truly penny wise and pound foolish. And,
last but not least, the callber of our judge
advocate officer and the quality of service are
simply not Improving today. The better
men just aren’t interested as matters stand
right now.”

Junior judge advocate: “The lawyer in ci-
vilian life is generally regarded as being an
above-average individual. The military pay
for lawyers establishes that in the eyes of
the military force the lawyer is valued as a
second- or third-rate officer and is to be
paid accordingly; such a situation does not
inspire one to continue service with such an
organization.”

Sentor staff judge advocate: “Only this
week I have been confronted with a situation
which illustrates the problem. One of the
brightest young atiorneys that we have in
the office is shortly due to complete his re-
gquired active duty tour and has decided to
apply for his release from the service, I
have discussed the advantages of a career
with him. However, he informs me that he
has been offered $5,200 a year to start with
one of the larger law firms in a midwestern

5109

city. They have assured him that within 5
years he will be earning upward from $10,000
a year, and can depend upon this to increase
in later years., No amount of persuasion can
convince him that a career in the Afir Force -
offers similar opportunities.”

Junior judge advocate: “It is my opinion
that what is happening to the Judge Advo-
cate General's Department of the Air Force is
the result of this gross inequality of treat-
ment. We have good, eapable personnel at
the top of the ladder and to some depth at
present, but slowly the gap as to capable
personnel is widening. By that, I mean
that, in my opinion, at the present trend, in
10 years we will have lawyers of the rank of
major and higher with experience and capa-
bility at one end and a constant turnover of
second lieutenant ROTC new lawyers with
no experience.

“] have yet to come in contact with one
competent new lawyer, second lleutenant,
with no previous military time, who is plan-
ning to remain in the service. We need
good young lawyers who desire to make the
service a career. Could you, in good con-
science, ask a competent young lawyer to
make the service his career under the present
setup? For all of his education and talent,
he is in no better position than a 4-year
ROTC graduate. In my opinion, these young
men are making a wise decision to enter
private practice.”

Junior judge advocate: “These are my
clrcumstances: Two years ago I voluntarily
returned to active duty after 10 years as a
civilian—4 in college and 6 in the practice
of law in California, When I returned my
intentions were to remain indefinitely and
naturally the prospect of a retirement some-
time in the future was a matter to which
I gave some thought. I like the Air Force
and very much want to continue to serve in
it. I like military life, and I enjoy the judge
advocate work. In spite of all this I find
that I am definitely considering a request to
return to inactive status in the summer of
1958. The choice of time is solely for the
convenience of my older daughter who is in
school. The reason Is that I cannot live in
the manner to which I have become accus-
tomed on the income I am receiving. Two
years of active duty has made an inroad of
several thousand dollars into my savings. I
consider myself very lucky that my private
practice provided me with these savings, but,
unfortunately, they are not inexhaustible.
I cannot continue to permit my monthly
living expenses to run ahead of my Income
at the present rate. Past experience assures
me that there is no need to as the civilian
practice of law will meet my modest finan-
cial demands. Please do not assume that
my problem is the result of personal ex-
travagance. My family's standard of living
is quite modest. Our tastes would certainly
not be considered in the champagne class.
We maintain a home costing less than
$11,000, 1 new car and 1 “klunker,” that
wouldn't sell for $200. Our children, both
daughters, number only two, and I do not
consider this unreasonable for a 37-year-old
lawyer. I believe our most expensive diver-
sion results from our weakness for brolled
African lobster tails. However, I feel I have
earned this small delight by the many years
of training and experlence that I have put
into my profession. I do not drink and
neither does my wife. Neither of us gam-
bles. I mention this not as a parading of
virtue but only to imply that we do not
indulge in either of these expensive pastimes,
which can wreak such devastating havoc on
a budget. True we occasionally spent a few
dollars on a Saturday night for a three=-
game series of bowling and we do enjoy trav=
eling a little. Is a lawyer expecting too
much when he asks that his income provide
him with such moderate Iuxury? I am sure
it would be considered a very plain life by
many and austere to some."”
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Military pay and allowances by age of officer and specially

Age a0 a2 34 36 40 42 46 50
Over4 | Over6 | Over8 | Over10 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over2
(0-3) (0-3) (0-8) (0-3) (0-4) (0-4) (0-8) (0-6)
Lawyer:
BRI PRY oo diden v s mmnias $374.40 | $405.60 | $421.20 | $436.80 $514.80 | $530.40 | $608.40 | $748.80
AllOWADNCeS. oioncncaaaaaae 150. 48 150, 48 150. 48 150, 48 167. 58 167. 68 154.68 | 184.68
R s it e 524, 88 556. 08 571. 68 587,28 682, 38 607. 98 703.08 | 033.48
Over6 | Over8 | Over10 | Over 12 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 22 | Over 26
(0-3) (0-) (0-8) (0-4) (0-4) (0-5) (0-6) (0-6)
ROTO line officer:
V. ic PAY-coaaaa- 05,60 | $421.20 | $436.80 | $400,20 | $530,40 | $608,40 | $748.80 | $780.00
Py *50.48 | Tis0ss | Tiso.a8 | Tiorss| orse| 1scos | ‘isees | isees
Total 556, 08 B71. 68 087. 28 666, 78 697. 98 793, 08 933.48 | 964.68
Over6 | Overs | Over10 | Over12 | Over16 | Over 18 | Over 22 | Over 26
(0-3) (0-3) (0-3) (0-4) (0-4) (0-5) (0-6) (0-t)
Line &fﬁocfr.t aviation or sub-
S Balopay.. $405.60 | $421.20 | $436.80 | $400.20 | $530.40 | $608.40 | $748, 80 | $780.00
150,48 150.48 150, 48 167, 68 167, 184, 68 1584. 68 | 184,68
180. 00 185, 00 180, 00 215. 00 230,00 245,00 245,00 | 246,00
736, 08 750, 68 Tin.28 88178 927.98 | 1,038.08 | 1,178.48 (1, 209. 68
Over8 | Over10 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 22 Over 26
(0-3) (0-3) (04 (0=4) (0-5) (0-6) (0-6)
$421.20 | $436,80 | $400.20 | $530.40 | $608.40 | $748.80
150, 48 150, 48 167. 58 167. 58 184, 68 1584, 68
150. 00 150, 00 200. 00 250, 00 250. 00 250, 00
721, 68 737.28 866, 78 047,98 | 1,043.08 | 1,183.48 |..._...... 1,214. 68
Overfi | Over8 | Over 10 | Over 12 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 22 | Over 2§
(0-3) (0-3) (0-3) (0-4) (0-4) (0-5) (0-6) | (0-6)
Veterinarian:
f 8810 PAY - cceecnnncennanan- $405.60 | $421.20 | $436.80 | $400.20 | $530.40 | - $608, 40 | $748.80 | $780.00
Allowances 150, 48 150, 48 150, 48 167, 58 167, 58 184, 68 184.68 | 184.68
« Bpeclal pay. 100, 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100, 00 100. 00 100, 00
656, 08 671, 68 687, 28 ThG. T8 TO7. 08 803.08 | 1,033.48 |1, 064,68
Civilian law average net in-
come) . ---??f.t..' .............. 615, 93 690. 00 740.00 814.00 | 1,032.00 | 1,082.00 | 1,108.00 |1, 172,00
NOTES

1. Lawyer enters service at age 25 with 3 years’ constructive credit for promotion nnw only. ROTOC line officer
enters at age 22 so by age 30 he has almost 8 years for ?ay and promotion purposes, Therefore, at 30 years of age the
lawyer has over 4 years for pay purposes, the ROTC line officer nearly 8 years,

2,” Legal education costs a minimum of $2,000 per year (exclusive of board and room eost). A college graduate entering
the service at the time the prospective lawyer enters law school earns approximately $14,000—total pay and allow-
anees—while the law student earns nothing and must fi his own ed i Then the lawyer enters the service
with a minimum $20,000 deficit in eduecational costs and earnings loss.

3. The doctor enters the service at age 27, He receives 5 years’ constructive credit for both promotion and pay pur-
poses so that by age 30 be is paid for over 8 years,

Present pay versus proposed pay— Mililary

Proposed pay
range (present
Present pay range| sadministration
roposils, Cor-
gtner mo&iﬁed)
Lieutenant (junior grade) or | $401. 44-$477.48 $477.48-$517. 08 | 4 years. ... 18 years before any snbstan-
1st lieutenant, tfnl increase, lg years of
Tieutenant or captain___._.... 524, B~ 602, 88 570,48~ 650,48 | 7 years...... service uces  maxi-
Li ler or 606, 78~ 607, 08 697. 98- T07. 08 do mum of sd addlumtml lnd-
major. come under present an
¢ proposed pay scales. This
represents an average ine
crease of $22.22 per month
per year of service.
Commander or lieutenant colo-| 793, 08- 824,28 804,68~ 1,024. 68 | 4 years. .ae..
Captain or colonel..eceaeeenaea- 933.48- 0064.68 | 1,184.68- 1,249,068 |.cveccaccnna-
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tenant (lieutenant junior grade) after 18
months’ active duty.
WHY LAWYERS DO NOT DESIRE MILITARY CAREERS

Because of the postcollege years he must
spend in law school and preparation for his
bar examination, the military lawyer com-
mences his career 3 to 4 years later than
does his college contemporary in the line
and most of the other staff corps. Under
present law this causes him to remain per-
manently behind his contemporaries in both
promotion eligibility and longevity pay. It
makes him 3-4 years older upon reaching
the retirement eligibility age. In the event
he is retired for physical disability, his re-
tired pay at a given age is less—due to the
longevity factor. All during his career, the
military lawyer loses up to 4 years lon-
gevity pay credit and receives approximately
$50 per month less than his line officer con-
temporary. It should also be noted that
military lawyers are required to finance their
own professional education. It is a false
economy “penny wise and dollar foolish” to
attempt the legal mission with inexperienced
military lawyers, when one considers that
experienced military lawyers save the United
States Government millions of dollars above
their costs.

Many detailed studies of this problem have
been made. The results of these studies in-
dicate many reasons why lawyers prefer to
practice their professions in civilian com-
munities rather than in the military. The
most frequent reasons given for lack of in-
terest in a military career are: (1) inade-
quate pay; (2) lack of promotion; and (3)
lack of prestige. There are unquestionably
other factors, but these are the most im-
portant,

COMPARE THE MILITARY LAWYER WITH THE CIVIL=~
SERVICE LAWYER

With respect to the possibility of utilizing
greater numbers of civil-service lawyers,
there are limits on the number that can be
utilized and, more important, on the number
that can be procured. In general, civilian
lawyers in significant numbers can only be
obtained in or near large population centers
where they have professional and cultural
advantages. When civil-service lawyers are
employed, they receive higher pay and have
shorter working hours than their military
colleagues; they are also entitled to overtime
pay and are not subject to military regula-
tions and responsibilities, change of assign-
ment, or overseas duty. The utilization of
civil-service lawyers is not the solution to
the problem of retaining more young officer
lawyers on active duty.

TYPICAL EXAMPLES OF REASONS FOR MILITARY
LAWYERS LEAVING THE SERVICE

Captain: Graduated from law school in
1948; employed by the Government from
1948 to 1951, in a eivilian capacity, at which
time he was recalled to active duty as cap-
tain, JAGD USAF; principal assignment dur-
ing period of active duty was staff judge
advocate of an Air Force depot with annual
pay and allowances of $7,095.36; reverted to
inactive status in March 1053 to take em-
ployment as civilian GS-12 attorney adviser
with the Air Force at starting annual salary
of §7,670; in 1955 left the Government service
to take employment as special legal counsel
with a New York corporation at a starting
annual salary of $12,600 per year; within
less than a year later this salary was in-
creased to $13,500.

Note.—A young attorney can ancitipate the same financial advancement in 5 years of civilian practice that he can
anticipate In 18 years of m lmmrvim. In addition, there is no ceiling on his eivilian income, This comparison
indicates that proposed pay will not help in retention of the military lawyer.

PRESENT SITUATION
Rank and promotion eligibility: Military
lawyers are 1 to 8 years behind their line
contemporaries of same age.
Longevity pay: Military lawyers are at
least 3 to 4 years behind thelr line con-
temporaries.

Legal officer: Potential lawyers must spend
at least 3 to 4 years after college acquiring
legal education to gualify for a commission
as a military lawyer.

Line officer: Potential line officer can thus
be commissioned 3 to 4 years sooner than
a lawyer, Eligible for promotion to first lleu=

First lieutenant: Graduated from law
school in 1851; entered on initial tour of
active duty as first lieutenant, JAGD USAP,
in April 1853; continuously assigned as as-
sistant for patent matters, Patents and Roy-
alties Division, with annual pay and allow=
ances per year of $5,720.76; reverts to in-

active status on June 14, 1956, to take em-
ployment in the legal department of a
Detroit corporation at starting annual salary
of $10,000 per year.
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First lieutenant: Enlisted in the Air Force
in December 1952 and was commissioned
second lleutenant in March 1953; in Novem-
ber 1953, as second lleutenant, assigned to
JAGD USAF with duty as assistant for patent
matters, Patents and Royalties Division;
promoted to first lHeutenant in June 1954
with annual pay and allowances of $5,729.76;
separated from the Air Force in September
19566 to take employment in the legal de-
partment of a Massachusetts insurance cor=
poration at a starting annual salary of 5,800
in addition to which he is guaranteed a 10
percent automatic annual increase in salary
each year until his annual salary approxi-
mates $12,000, at which time he will be
considered for an executive position at a
higher annual salary. In addition to the
monetary consideration, he has been guar-
anteed hospitalization and participation in
a retirement program. He has also been
assured that he will not be transferred and
is also permitted to buy any type of in-
surance he desires at wholesale rates,

Captain: Graduated from law school in
1952; entered on initial tour of active duty
as first lieutenant, JAGD USAF, in De-
cember 1952; held almost continuous assign-
ment as assistant for contract matters in
the Procurement Law Division; promoted to
captain in March 1966 with annual pay and
allowances of $6,088.56; in May 1956 reverted
to inactive status to take employment as
general counsel for New Jersey corporation
at a starting annual salary of $12,000; the
same officer was also offered a civilian GS-12
attorney-adviser position with the Air Force
at a starting annual salary of $7,570.

First lieutenant: Entered on initial tour of
active duty as second lieutenant, JAGD
USAF, in September 1952; thereafter con-
tinuously assigned as assistant for military
affairs and military justice in the Military
Affairs, Military Justice, and Claims Divi-
slon; after promotion to first lieutenant in
January 1954 drew annual pay and allow-
ances of $5,729.76; in September 1954 re-
verted to inactive status to take employment
in a mortgage department of a New York
bank at a starting annual salary of §6,000
per year; in addition to this salary he was
guaranteed the following: a 10 percent in-
ecrease in annual salary at the completion of
first year with annual increases thereafter;
free hospitalization; free life insurance in
the sum of 86,000 for the first year and free
life insurance in the sum of $10,000 there-
after.

Lieutenant: Graduated from law school in
1955. Left the military service in 1957 to
work for New York City law firm. Starting
salary $6,500 per year plus year-end bonus.
Promised $1,000 a year raise in pay each
year for the next 5 years.

Captain: Graduated from law school in
1950. Left the military service in 1953 to
join Chicago law firm at $6,000 per year.
Present salary is $10,000 per year.

Law school professor: “I am aware, of
course, that you will have been using other
means of recruitment and that the posi-
tion involved may already be filled. Until I
hear otherwise, however, I shall continue to
be on the lookout for a likely prospect for
your position. I may say parenthetically
that the demand for law graduates con-
tinues at a high level. Three of our gradu-
ating seniors were offered $6,600 per annum
as starting salaries in private practice. You
can appreclate that a position paying 6,400
to a man of 3 years' experience will not at-
tract a man who is having a reasonable de-
gree of success and satisfaction in his prac-
tice. Valuable as experience is, my guess is
that you would be likely to get a better man,
inch for inch and dollar for dollar, if you
start out a man fresh from law school who
can be trained and who comes to work with
the sharpness of youth and who does not
have his zeal worn off. You have, of course,
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not sought my advice on your personnel
policies, but I make this general observation
because in my own experience with the
placement process, I found it safer to recom-
mend candidates for positiéns who have just
completed their training than it is to rec-
ommend candidates who have had 2 or 3
years' experience and who are willing to take
a change.”

SAVINGS TO THE GOVERNMENT

For every career lawyer that we have on
active duty, we will eliminate the need for
3 newly commissioned lawyers each 7 years,
The cost to the Government for each non-
career officer-lawyer who separates upon
completion of his tour is only slightly less
than $6,000, considering commissioning ex-
penses, salary, travel pay, schooling, and on-
the-job training, uniform allowances, ete.
Each inexperienced officer will cost the Gov-
ernment 8 minimum of 25 to 30 percent of
its investment, not to mention the cost in-
curred through inexperienced legal advice.

With the services attempting to procure
a minimum of 350 new officers per year, and
the number becoming progressively greater
year by year as senlor experienced officers
leave the service, the minimum total cost of
this replacement program can be placed at
$2,100,000 per year. This cost will increase
by year.

Cost of proposed legislation can be estl-
mated at approximately $6,500,000 per year.
Therefore, the cost of such legislation will
be partially offset by the lessened rate of
turnover,

Computation of cost

Salary $14, 629. 68
el 500. 00
ProceRsIng. . L - 1, 000. 00
School..____ 1, 500. 00
On-the-job tralning_._.________. 1, 500. 00
Uniform allowance..aeececeeea 250. 00

Total - 19,379.68

Thirty percent of the above total equals
$5,812.90.

EFFECT OF VARIOUS PAY SCALES ON RETENTION OF
MILITARY LAWYERS

To ascertain the effect of present and pro-
posed pay scales on the willingness of mili-
tary lawyers to remain in service, a ques-
tionnaire was sent to every millitary lawyer
on active duty in all the armed services,
and to recently separated personnel. More
than half of these persons responded by Feb=
ruary 28, 19568. The meaningful answers
are tabulated below:

Regular officers and career reservists

1. Is it your present intention to seek vol-
untary retirement upon completing 20 years
of active duty? Yes, 944 percent; no, 5.5
percent,

2. If your answer to the preceding ques-
tion is in the affirmative, are your present
rate of pay and the existing pay scales the
primary factors in your decision to leave the
service? Yes, 80.9 percent; no, 10.1 percent.

3. If your answer to question No. 1
is in the affirmative, would enactment of the
Cordiner pay proposals alone afford suffi-
clent financial incentive to cause you to alter
your decision? Yes, 8.1 percent; no, 91.9
percent.

4, If you plan to seek voluntary retirement
after 20 years, would the enactment of the
military lawyer, financial incentive legisla-
tion (S. 1165) now pending in the Benate,
cause you to change your plans in this re-
gard? Yes, 92.1 percent; no, 7.9 percent.

Military lawyers serving an obligated tour

5. Do you plan to leave the military serv-
ice upon completion of your obligated period
of service? Yes, 99.1 percent; no, 0.9 percent,

6. If your answer to the preceding ques-
tion is in the afirmative, are your present
rate of pay and in the existing pay scales the
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primary factors in your decision to leave the
service? Yes, 76.5 percent; no, 28.1 percent.

7. If you answered the previous question
affirmatively, would the enactment of the
Cordiner pay proposals alone afford sufficient
financial incentive to cause you to alter your
decision? Yes, 6.8 percent: no, 3.2 percent.

8. If you presently plan to leave the active

military service upon completion of your

obligated tour, would enactment of the
military lawyer, financial incentive legisla-
tion (S. 1165) now pending in the Senate,
cause you to change your plans in this re-
gard? Yes, 79.4 percent; no, 20.6 percent.

Military lawyers who have recently left

active duty for civilian practice

9. Was inadequate pay the major deterrent
to your remaining in the military legal field?
Yes, 38.1 percent: no, 61.9 percent,

10. Would you have seriously considered
remalning in the service had appropriate
military lawyer, financial incentive legisla-
tion, been in existence? Yes, 50.6 Percent;
no, 49.4 percent. ;

CONCLUSIONS

1. The legal departments of the military
services are facing a serious personnel
shortage. Charts 1 through 5, examined
with certain facts in mind, give rise to con-
siderable concern as to the ability of the
Judge advocates general to perform in the
future not only regularly assigned functions,
but those functions required of them by
law. The facts to be considered are (1) a
complete turnover of those officers in the
junior grades who are serving an obligated
tour of duty; (2) the present shortage of
officers in the major and captain grades and
equivalent; and (3) the coming eligibility
for retirement of the great percentage of
senior judge advocates and law specialists.
According to a recently conducted poll, 80
percent of senior officers presently plan on
retiring at the point of initial eligibility.
The critical nature of the situation is
pointedly afirmed by the recent experience
of the Judge Advocate General’s Depart-
ment of the Air Force in the Air Force aug-
mentation program, when 238 applications
for regular status were rcceived for 387
spaces, as contrasted to 60,000 applications
from Air Force line officers for approximate-
1y 20,000 spaces.

Procurement programs have generally pro-
duced adequate results in the past. Such
success is attributable almost entirely to the
existence of selective service which forced
the young draft vulnerable lawyer to apply
for a direct commission as the alternative
to enlisted service. Now, with the Army 6
months' training program and Executive
Order No. 10714, June 18, 1957, procurement
programs for direct Reserve commissions at
this time are lagging far behind past pro-
grams, giving rise to justifiable apprehen-
sion. For instance, the Alr Force offered
240 direct commissions in the Judge Advo-
cate General's Department during fiscal year
1968. Indications are that 160 of these
spaces will remain unfilled.

It is often stated that retention problems
exist in other fields in the military services,
but procurement of such specialists does
not appear to be troublesome,

Suchh retention problems exist in fields
where the specialist is trained as a military
man on active duty, On the other hand,
the lawyer is not trained at Government ex-
pense but at his own; consequently, the

stafing of the military legal departments
involves problems of both retention and pro=-
curement. The following tabulation indi-
cates that lawyer retention is much more
serlous in nature than overall retention
problems,




[Percent]
Military career plans !
Yes | Unde- | No
cided
. All officers, USAF:
% ‘Llrfgoﬁcw M s R o sl RO 15.5| 157
Judge ndvm’?‘[’_.‘if{f‘ ..... 49, 6 20.0 ] 30.4
g e e iead 14| 34| 523
2.0 206 | 7.4

1 Figures taken from the USAF Personnel Report,
Charaeteristics and Aittitudes From Surveys,
Oct. 1, 1057, This report reflects attitudes as of May
1957,

Therefore, unless corrective action is taken,
the legal departments will not be sufficiently
manned with experienced lawyers to perform
the mandatery functions prescribed by the
Uniform Code of Military Justiee.

2. The desire of the senior military lawyer
to retire upon reaching eligibility, and the
reluctahce of the young lawyer to choose a
military career, is based upon several factors:

(a) Pay: Charts 6, 7, and 8 reveal certain
Inequities in pay within the military serv-
ices, More specifically, they indicate that the
military lawyer receives less pay throughout
his military career than either his line or pro-
fessional contemporaries, including doctors,
dentists, and veterinarians. His average in-
come is far less than the civillan member of
the profession in addition to the fact that
his earnings are limited throughout his mili-

career. Also, his income as an attorney
employed by the Federal Government would
be considerably greater. Opportunities out-
side of the military are far more attractive.

(b) Promotion and prestige: Temporary
promotion practices in the military services
generally fall within the same pattern; from
first lieutenant to captain, 4 years; from cap-
taln to major, 7 years; from major to lieu-
tenant colonel, 5 years; lieutenant colonel to
colonel, 5 years; therefore, advancement is
extremely slow, and lacks any degree of cer-
tainty. Present indications point to the fact
that these periods of time will increase until
they are equal to the period of time in grade
established by the Officer Personnel Act, to
wit: First lieutenant to captain, 4 years;
captain to major, 7 years; major to lieuten-
ant colonel, 7 years; lieutenant colonel to
colonel, 4 years. Insofar as prestige is con-
cerned, line officers are generally unaware of
the field of the military lawyer. His ad-
vanced professional education and standing
1s seldom recognized. Therefore, under ex-
isting conditions, the military lawyer must
possess a dedication to his service, and a love
of his work that will counterbalance his de-
sire for professional success In civilian life
and the resultant rewards, in order to choose
& military career as a lawyer. This is seldom
encountered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my hope, Mr.
President, that appropriate action may
soon be taken in the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees which will
assure that this problem be met. We
cannot continue to operate the Armed
Forces, combining both the interests of
efficiency and justice, without the con-
tinued performance of highly qualified,
technically trained, military lawyers.
The facts of the situation now demon-
strate beyond question that unless cor-
rective action is taken, the Armed Forces
will not be sufficiently manned with ex-
perienced lawyers to perform the man-
datory functions prescribed by the
Uniform Code of Military Justice. We
need speedy action along the lines of S.
1165, or comparable legislation adopted
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in connection with a more general bill.
I hope that such action will be forth-
coming.

Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
order to keep the ReEcorp up to date re-
lating to the developments in the econ-
omy, I have been attempting from day
to day to have printed in the Recorp the
latest economie reports.

The latest economic reports indicate
that the recession continues to grow. A
spot check by the Associated Press, as
reported this past weekend, shows that
unemployment is increasing in the Na-
tion’s major labor markets.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Associated Press report of
March 23 be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Sror CHECK INDICATES RISE IN
UNEMPLOY MENT

A spot check by the Assoclated Press
showed yesterday that unemployment still is
increasing in March in the Nation’s major
labor markets.

The sample, while not nationwide in
ecope, covered more than a dozen of the big-
gest employment areas. It showed the idle
in these areas increased by about 150,000
from the middle of February to the middle
of March.

But, like the first robin in the spring, there
are some hopeful signs. The survey data,
together with the Government's latest un-
employment compensation claims figures,
suggest the jobless peak is close at hand and
there may be some decline in unemployment
in April.

JOB PICTURE NOW

The job plcture at the moment appears to
be this: Unemployment is still rising, but
its upward momentum is rapidly slowing
down. This is due to the usual spring em-
ployment pickup on farms and in other
cutdoor work as weather improves. This
improvement has been delayed this year be-
cause of late winter storms.

But an April decline in the number of
Jobless, unless it s quite substantial, would
not spell an end to the recession. Unemploy-
ment mormally drops by about 400,000 or
500,000 between February and April. And
available data indicates no decline in March,

An April pickup in construction, farming,
and other outdoor work could reduce some-
what the overall national unemployment
total, last counted by the Government at
5,173,000 as of mid-February.

But the seasonal gain in outdoor work
would not signal an economic revival unless
there is also job improvement in the auto
and plane factories, steel mills, and other
types of manufacturing and mining, the
hard core of the current economic trouble,

PENNSYLVANIA OUTLOOK

In Pennsylvania, where the last jobless
tally was 464,000, William L. Batt, Jr., State
secretary of labor and industry, expressed
doubt that a seasonal upswing in construc-
tion really would bite deeply into the State's
jobless problem.

“The important thing is what happens in
factory employment,” Mr. Batt sald. *“What
we need most is for men to get back to work
in heavy manufacturing. The steel industry
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is important. As long as it's operating at
only about 50 percent of capacity we're going
to have a problem.”

The Federal Reserve Board saild a few days
ago that production, employment, income,
and retall sales all had declined in February.
It noted further early March declines in auto
production as well as in mineral output,
including crude oil.

The Government’s job data for March will
not be known until the second week of April.
A month ago JPresident Eisenhower said
there was every indication March would
commence to see the start of a pickup in job
opportunities, marking “the beginning of the
end of the downturn.,” Later, Gabriel
Hauge, his economic assistant, sald he ex-
pected to see the downturn ‘“slow to a stop”
Pbetween April and July.

The latest Labor Department report shows
that in the week of March 8 there were
3,274,800 jobless among workers insured by
the unemployment compensation system.
Only about two-thirds of all the Nation's
workers are covered under the system.

The 3,274,800 figure represents a slight de-
cline from the prior week’s total, but an
increase of about 138,000 over the week of
February 15, when the Government took its
last overall tally of the unemployed.

Some of the unemployment changes among
insured workers in key States, with figures
for March 8 listed first, followed in paren-
theses by the February 15 week totals:

California, 311,303 (315,843); Oregon, 44,-
244 (45424); Washington, 62,134 (71,417);
New York, 384,721 (861,439); Pennsylvania,
332,098 (309,604); Ohio, 208,650 (202,184);
Dlinois, 172,672 (163,644); Indlana, 88,271
(87,671); Missouri, 62,358 (65,882); Rhode
Island, 27445 (26,317); Alabama, 46,575
(46,310); and Texas, 72,926 (65,460).

The AP spot check showed seasonal job
improvement in California, Washington, and
Oregon, the West Coast States which have
been hard hit. Plywood plants in Oregon and
Washington which had closed because of low
prices have now reopened, and timber activie
ties are picking up. Boeing Aircraft at Seat-
tle has delayed scheduled layoffs.

Boston reports the job situation in the six-
State New England area is static, with a slight
increase in insurance-covered unemploy-
ment between mid-February and mid-March.
The increase was heaviest in Connecticut,
where the legislature is in special session
considering antirecession proposals.

In New York figures for unemployment
claims shot up substantially in both the
State and New York City between mid-Feb-
ruary and early March, Martin W. Wilming-
ton, New York City economist, said the March
picture “shows some change for the worse.”
In Michigan, center of the hard-pressed auto
industry, mid-March unemployment was
estimated by State officials at 420,000 for the
State and 230,000 for Detroit alone. The
statewide fijgure was up 62,000 from mid-
February. Current unemployment represents
14.3 percent of the labor force, 15.1 percent
of Detroit's.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
also invite the attention of Senators
to a story appearing in the Washington
Post and Times Herald of Monday,
March 24, 1958, which states:

Government economists are coming to the
conclusion that business activity will begin

to turn up slowly in the fourth quarter and
not before.

This is an observation which the
junior Senator from Minnesota has
made previously, and which I believe
has genuine merit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed at this
point in the Recorn.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRrD, as follows:

GoveErNMENT EcoNomists Now Sge No Ur-
TURN BEFORE LATE IN THE YEAR
(By Joseph R. Slevin)

Government economists are coming to the
conclusion that business activity will begin
to turn up slowly in the fourth quarter and
not before. Some of the gloomier seers
think the rise may not begin until the
first quarter of next year. And all the fore-
casters qualify their predictions by saying
that all bets are off if there is no tax cut.

The recession now has gone further and
is expected to last longer than any of the
top economists anticipated just a few
months ago.

The big, unforeseen trouble has been a
sharp drop in automobile sales. Govern-
ment economists expected the automobile
manufacturers to have a good year and they
are having a dismal one.

The forecasts of a fourth quarter rise turn
partly upon expectations of an improvement
in automobile activity when the 1950 models
appear in dealer showrooms. If consumers
cold-shoulder Detroit for the rest of this
year, the economists say prospects of an
upturn are very dim indeed.

The trouble that the experts have when
they look for a turning point is that no one
seems to be able to find a set of buying
demands that will be strong enough to kick
off a vigorous upsurge. That's why they all
look for a slow rise when the advance begins.

State and local government spending for
schools, hospitals, roads, and other facilities
is expected to continue to climb slowly. So
is Federal spending. And so, with any luck,
is home building. Consumer spending,
which has been tapering off, will pick up
moderately if the 1959 models are attractive.
But the downturn in business purchases of
mew plant and equipment that caused the
slump is expected to continue—or, at best,
to flatten out.

There’'s no spark in sight—mo home-build-
ing boom as in 1954, no automobile buying
jag as in 1965, no capital goods spending
spree as in 1956 and 1957.

Guesses as to how long it will take to lift
economic activity back to where it was at
the end of 1957 range up to a year from the
time the upturn begins. That could mean
late 1959 or early 1960,

The most disheartening feature of the cur-
rent situation has been the absence of sub-
stantial price cuts, Price reductions cus-
tomarily are a key part of a recession ad-
justment and the economists figure that
there's nothing that would whet business
and consumer appetites more than a round
of price slashes.

But prices have been holding firm. There's
now a worrisome suspicion among the ex-
perts that this will be remembered as the
recession that was ended by Government tax
cuts and other moves—as the recession that
was marked by about as many price malad-
justments at the end as there had been at
the beginning.

If the forebodings of the experts prove
correct, it's a safe bet that the fourth post-
war recession will follow closely on the heels
of the current dip.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
serious effect of the recession upon the
Minnesota iron-ore industry is reported
in the New York Times of March 23. I
have just returned from my State, and
I can assure Senators that the situation
in the iron-ore section in Minnesota is
approaching very tragic and serious
proportions. Unemployment today is
heavier than it has been for years—
since the early 1930's,
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent that the article to which I referred,
from the New York Times, be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

UNITED STATES IRON-ORE MARKET SQUEEZED
BY STEEL SLUMP, RISE IN IMPORTS

MINNEAPOLIS, March 22.—Sagging steel
production and growing imports of foreign
ores have fashioned a pincers movement
that threatens this year's market for do-
mestic iron ore.

An aggravating factor 1s the existence of a
record stockpile of unused ore at Lake Erie
docks and at furnace yards served by Lake
Superior mines. The stockpile on December
1 was 72 million tons, largest in history.
Two months later it had declined by only
10 million tons, and ore consumption during
February was 7 percent lower than in
January.

Two winters ago ore furnaces gnawed so
hungrily at 64-million-ton stockpile that by
May 1, when the Great Lakes opened to
spring shipping, the reserve had dropped to
27 million tons.

Lake Superior's iron range shipped 86 mil-
lion tons of ore last year, 13 million tons
below the record 1953 shipments of 99
million tons.

R. T. Elstad, of Duluth, Minn., president of
the Oliver Iron Mining division of the United
States Steel Corp., predicted a month ago
that his company’s output might be reduced
as much as a third this year.

The Lake Superior mines in Minnesota,
‘Wisconsin, Michigan and in two Canadian
areas, have furnished the bulk of this Na-
tion's iron ore for the last half century.

Rich veins in Labrador and Quebec and in
Venezuela, Chile, and Liberia last year ac-
counted for most of the record imports of
30 million tons.

In January, imports were higher than for
the same month in 1957, There has been. no
indication that United States concerns that
own and operate many of the foreign facili-
ties plan to cut back their imports.

On Minnesota’s iron range, as a conse=-
quence, local officials of the United Steel-
workers of America have been talking more
and more of tariffs and quotas on imported
ore., The Duluth unit of the AFL-CIO re-

cently demangded, contrary to national labor

policy, an end to reciprocal trade agreements.

A 10-percent reduction in steel output is
forecast for 1958 by many in the industry,
Such a cut could mean that ore production
might fall below the 71 million tons produced
in 1949, a postwar low.

Minnesota's tax revenues will suffer in
the coming fiscal year if ore production falls
off drastically. In February the number of
jobs in Minnesota’s ore mines and taconite
plants stood at 14,600. About half the de-
cline of 6,000 jobs since last September was
seasonal, the other half attributable to an
unfavorable outlook for steel production.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, de-
spite the seriousness of the recession, the
administration maintains its wait-and-
see position on a tax cut. As I stated
to Senators on March 6, I believe that a
tax cut is needed now to stimulate pur-
chasing power, especially in the low- and
middle-income families.

I also add, Mr. President, I stated in
late January, when the first signs of the
depth of this recession were appearing,
that a tax cut was needed. I recall that
day, because the distinguished junior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]
was addressing himself to the overall
subject matter of the weakness in the
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housing and construction field, referring
to the weakness of market conditions.
During that discussion I engaged in a
collogquy with the junior Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SparkmaN], and pointed
out my firm conviction that what was
needed was not merely a step-up in
construction and a coordinated activity
on the part of the Federal, State and
local governments in the field of public
works, but also a sizable tax cut which
would act as a stimulant to purchasing
power.

I also believe that the date for the tax
cut should be certain. There should be
a date for it to go into effect, and a cut-
off date, so that the tax schedule would
return to the higher factor once the
effectiveness of the tax cut has been
shown.

I say that in relationship to the tax
schedule, and not with respect to excise
taxes. It is my view that the excise
taxes are retrogressive. It is my view
that they have a very injurious effect
upon the economy, and that not only
should they be reduced, but many of
them which are retrogressive and injuri-
ous to the health of the economy should
be repealed.

I was pleased to read this past week-
end that the President’s former economic
adviser, Dr. Arthur Burns, recommends
an immediate, broadly based tax cut. I
referred to Dr. Burns’ philosophy on the
recession and how to cope with it in my
speech on March 6. I read from Dr.
Burns’ book entitled, “Prosperity With-
out Inflation,” and quoted in consider-
able measure from the recommendations
of Dr. Arthur Burns, who, as we all
know, was formerly economic adviser to
the President. I recommend to my col-
leagues in the Senate as “must” reading
the articles or lectures of Dr. Burns,
which are published in the book to which
I have referred, entitled, “Prosperity
Without Inflation.” In that book, which
represents a collection of a series of lec-
tures, Dr. Burns not only recommends a
tax cut, but underscores the importance
of timing in whatever we do. He points
out that Government action in combat-
ing the recession is effective in direct
proportion to the time the action is
taken and the degree and extent of the
action.

I have previously recommended that
the President of the United States make
a determined effort to consult with other
representatives of government at the
State and local level. I think we must
clearly understand that if we are to
combat the effects of this recession we
cannot afford to have State and local
governments withdrawing from their
obligations or their plans for construc-
tion and economic progress, relying upon
the Federal Government to do it alone.

There must be closely coordinated
teamwork between Federal, State, and
local governments in whatever public-
works programs are undertaken, and
whatever construction programs are
undertaken.

Therefore I have recommended, and
continue to recommend that the Presi-
dent call an immediate conference of
the governors of the 48 States, first of
all, to get their recommendations and
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their observations on what is going on in
their respective jurisdictions; and sec-
ondly, for the President to inform the
governors that there needs to be, and
that he will see to it that there will
be, the closest type of cooperation and
coordination between the Federal Gov-
ernment and State governments.

The same thing must be done in the
case of the mayors of the major cities.
The great municipalities of America and
their governing bodies and officials must
be called upon by the President to con-
tinue their works programs, their con-
struection programs, and not be cutting
off at a time when we are asking Con-
gress to make appropriations to stimu-
late public works.

I refer to airport development, hospital
construetion, school construction, con-
struction of sewage-disposal plants;
streets, parks, and all the many areas
of public works and public construction
which are today found in the municipali-
ties, counties, and States.

All these programs need to be coordi-
nated with the Federal program, and
the Federal program needs to add a
‘genuine stimulus to those efforts.

This is the philosophy of Dr. Arthur
Burns. Dr. Burns points out the im-
portance of doing what needs to be done
soon enough so that it will be effective.
Delay will be costly.

One sure way to a Federal Government
deficit is to permit this recession to grow
deeper. One way of getting out of the
recession is to have the courage to take
the action which is reqguired now, rather
than delaying it. I believe that such
action requires not only public works in
the field of hospital construction, sewage
disposal plant construction, recreational
areas, housing, needed public buildings,
and conservation efforts in our forests
and national parks, but also emergency
school construction and other emergency
construction. We ought to move forth-
rightly and quickly into the field of
emergency school construction. I hope
the committees of Congress which have
before them a large number of bills deal-
ing with Federal aid to school construc-
tion will take affirmative action, and take
it quickly. If there is any one area of
public endeavor in which we ought to
fulfill our obligation, it is in the field of
school construction.

I hope that a sense of urgency about
an emergency program will be manifest
in the Congress.

I would add to that the tax cut which
is being recommended by such respon-
sible men as Dr. Arthur Burns and
others, Dr. Burns said that—

If we delay more than a very few weeks,
in the hope that economic recovery will come
on its own by midyear, we shall be taking the
risk of having to resort later to drastic action.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks Dr. Burns’ statement,
as contained in an article from the New
York Times with relation thereto.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

Wme Tax Cur Now Is UrcEp BY BURNS—
ForMer CHIEF OoF PrESIDENT'S EcomoMIc
ApvISERS CALLS FOR $5 BiLriow SLAsH

(By Austin C. Wehrwein)

CHicaco, March 22—Dr. Arthur F. Burns
sald today that the end of the recession was
not yet in sight and called for an immediate,
broadly based, permanent 5 billion tax cut.

Dr. Burns also urged improvement in the
unemployment-insurance system, more flex-
ibility in the highway construction program
and the enactment by law of a national anti-
inflation policy.

Dr. Burns is professor of economics at
Columbia University and president of the
National Bureau of Economlc Research, Inc.
From 1953-55 he was Chalrman of the Presi-
dent's Council of Economic Advisers. He
spoke at the annual University of Chicago
Management Conlerence in the Conrad Hil-
ton Hotel.

Dr. Burns told an audience of 1,000 Chi-
cago businessmen and economists that “my
only hope is that he will not take too long in
seeking the perfection which we shall not
find.”

TURGES PROMPT ACTION

Prompt action, he sald, would create an
excellent prospect of reversing the economic
tide. He continued:

“If, on the other hand, we delay more
than a very few weeks, in the hope that eco-
nomic recovery will come on its own by mid-
year, we shall be taking the risk of having to
resort later to drastic medicine.”

Before his talk, Dr. Burns told a reporter
he wanted to stress the need for action now
that would not only combat the recession
but also avold Inflationary effects later.

In his speech Dr. Burns laid great stress
on a proposed amendment to the 1946 Em-
ployment Act, which laid down as a national
policy that the Government has an obliga-
tion to nurture maximum employment and
production.

“It would therefore be wise,” he asserted,
“to accompany any early tax reduction by a
natlonal declaration of purpose with regard
to the general level of prices that could
have a moral force such as the employment
act already exercises with regard to our
levels of production and employment.”

INFLATION FEAR A FACTOR

The fear that governmental economic
stimulants might cause inflation is a fre-
quent theme among business leaders.

Asked whether he had discussed his points
with anyone in the administration, Dr.
Burns said he preferred not to answer lest he
cause embarrassment.

Vice President RicHamp M. Nmxown told a
press conference here Thursday: *I think as
far as the tax cut is concerned, it 1s not
timely to make it now.”

Dr. Burns said that although the recession
was in its eighth month, business and con-
sumer confidence had not yet been seriously
impaired and that was precisely the element
of strength to preserve.

He also warned that should the recession
deepen it would provide propaganda for the
Soviet Union.

He ruled out as unrealistic any significant
economic effects in the immediate future
from even a massive public-works program
because it would take too long. The effect
might be felt, Dr. Burns argued, just when
the economy was under inflationary pres-
sure again.

“A tax reduction is clearly a sounder
method of dealing with & mild recession,”
he argued.

WOULD INCLUDE BUSINESS

He said 1t should apply to high as well as
low incomes and to businesses as well as
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individuals se 1t would stimulate invest-
ment as well as consumption and be free
of time restrictions limiting it to monthe or
years.

Dr. Burns said that lower tax rates would
soon be offset in considerable part by in-
creased collections and he also argued that
it would put a damper on later increases in
Federal spending and thus generate less in-
flationary pressures in the future than a
public-works program of the same size.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I entered the
Chamber just as the Senator was re-
ferring to the article by Dr. Burns, for-
mer Chairman of the President’s Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers. Today, at the
beginning of the morning hour, I had
the opportunity to refer to the March
issue of Economic Indicators. A copy
of this document is, of course, available
to every Member of Congress. I recom-
mend that the Senator consult the March
issue. He will find there, in the testi-
mony of the statisticians of the Gov-
ernment, through the Council of Eco-
nomie Advisers and the Joint Economic
Committee, the statistical facts which
show that the trend of the entire econ-
omy is downward, but prices are still
rising.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I read the brief
news dispateh in the morning press on
that subject. Of course, the report of
the Economic Indicators would be much
more detailed. This, again, is one of
those ironical and paradoxical situations,
in which we see the economy as a whole
suffering from deflation, in terms of the
recession, but the price structure of the
vast number of administered prices is
going up, which is the story of inflation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There is a point
in that connection which should be es-
pecially emphasized. When the Senate
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monop-
oly of the Committee on the Judiciary
had before it representatives of the big
steel companies, among them former
Secretary of the Treasury George Hum-
phrey, the latter was asked why the steel
companies did not reduce the price of
steel, in view of the conditions which
plainly existed, and the existence of
which he acknowledged. His response
was that his company was unwilling to
reduce prices. Last week the Secretary
of the Army announced that his Depart-
ment was about to award $100 million
worth of contracts for the building of
vehicles of various kinds.

The Chrysler Corp. is to be one of the
recipients of some of these contracts.
The Government will be paying the high-
er prices of steel. There is no reason
why the former Secretary of the Treas-
ury and his company should not help the
executive branch of the Government to
fight inflation and the recession by re-
ducing the price of the steel that goes
into the commodities which the Gov-
ernment must buy with borrowed money,
on which it is paying an increased rate
of interest.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say to my col-
leagues in the Senate that I always feel
better when I know that the able and
brilliant Senator from Wyoming inter-
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ests himself and continues to interest
himself in our economy.

As a student, some years ago, I read
the splendid reports issued by the Tem-
porary National Economic Committee,
which are monumental contributions to
the understanding of the corporate
structure in the American economy and
the economic factors which are at work.
We are deeply and eternally indebted to
the distinguished Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'MAHONEY].

I was also pleased to see that the
highly respected Committee for Econom-
ic Development urges a 20-percent tax
cut if the recession deepens in March
and April. The antirecession program of
the CED merits careful consideration.
I ask unanimous consent that the story
on the CED proposals as reported in the
New York Times of March 23 be inserted
at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

BusiNgss Group Asks 20-PeRceNT Tax CuUT
Ir SLumMp WIDENS—ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
UwniT UrcEs AcCrOsS-Boarp SLASH IN PER-
soNAL INcomME LEvY—NIXON ASSURES Na-
TION—SAYS ApMINISTRATION Is "'Ow Top”
OF SITUATION AND WonN'T TOLERATE A LONG
D

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, March 22—The Committee
for Economic Development recommended to-
day & temporary 20-percent across-the-board
reduction in personal income taxes if the
recession deepens in March and April.

The recommendation came in a policy
statement by an 8-man panel of the pri-
vately supported research committee of 150
businessmen and educators. The Commit-
tee for Economic Development has always
backed large budget deficits to cure reces-
slons.

Meanwhile, Vice President RicHARD M.
NixoN told reporters that the Eisenhower
administration had not yet made a choice
between tax relief and major public works
expenditures as a possible weapon to com-
bat the recession.

ACTION IS PLEDGED

With considerable emphasis, however, Mr.
NixoN asserted that the American people
could be assured that the administration
was “on top of the economic situation™ and
would not tolerate a prolonged economic
downturn.

[In Chicago, Dr. Arthur F. Burns, former
Chairman of the President’s Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, urged an immediate §5 bil-
lion-a-year tax cut.]

A tax cut should be enacted, the Commit-
tee for Economic Development sald, if sea-
sonably adjusted industrial production, em-
ployment and personal Income continue to
decline through April.

The cut would automatically expire March
31, 1959.

The group also urged a more aggressive
easy money policy by the Federal Reserve
System and some speeding up of wvarious
Government-spending programs in cases
where ““the major impact upon the economy
of doing so will be felt within a year or so.”

LIMITED EFFECT FORECAST

The report stressed, however, that “re-
echeduling of public-works projects can of
themselves make only a limited contribu-
tion to qulck reversal of a downward trend
of the gross national product”—the sum of
all goods and services—and that *increases
in Government expenditures should not be
our chief reliance.”
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The committee Is a highly respected eco~
nomic research organization. It is nonprofit
and nonpolitical. Donald K. David, chair-
man of the CED and chairman of the
Ford Foundation's Executive Committee, is
a member of the committee that wrote to-
day's report. The CED was founded in
1942 by a group that included Marion B.
Folsom, Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare; Willlam Benton, former Democratic
Senator from Connecticut, Paul G. Hoffman,
former administrator of foreign aid, and
Wayne C. Taylor, former Under Secretary of
Commerce.

The report set up the following three
criteria for a tax cut:

1. The aim is to halt a recession, “not to
change the burden of taxation or to reform
the tax structure.” Hence it should be
“neutral” with respect to the existing tax
distribution, affecting everyone's total in-
come-tax bill, including withholding levies.
“Such a cut,” the report said, “would provide
a quick spur to consumption expenditures.”

2. It should be prompt if the economy
continues to slide and should be temporary
to avoid “a pronounced risk of inflation in
the ensuing business advance.”

3. “The size of the tax cut must be com-
mensurate with the size of the problem.”
This would mean a personal income-tax cut
at a yearly rate of $7,500,000,000, or 20 per-
cent of the $38 billlon that the income tax
would bring in under conditions of pros-
perity.

The actual tax loss would be less because
the 20 percent would apply to a recession
income base, because the tax cut could be
expected to increase incomes as prosperity
returned, and because the cut would not be
in effect for a full year.

The report said the group “does not claim
that the program presented in this statement
would immediately and exactly restore the
economy to high employment and produc-
tion; the time and pace of recovery will de-
pend upon the decisions and actions of
private consumers and producers.”

*“The influence of Government can stimu-
late and supplement private behavior but
not displace it,”" the report stressed.

The group cited figures showing that the
recession had gone as far as the declines in
1948-40 and 1953-54. In arguing that some
further decline would be necessary to warrant
major action, it said:

*“We do not wish to fire our heaviest anti-
depression artillery each time business ac-
tivity slackens, simply because we fear future
economic collapse.”

Such a policy, it said, would make infla-
tion unavoidable.

The report also urged that the Govern-
ment base its decision on actual figures on
the performance of the economy, necessarily
somewhat delayed, rather than forecasts of
how the economy would go.

The signers of today's report were Frazer
B. Wilde, chairman, president of Connecticut
General Life Insurance Co.; Donald K.
David, chairman of the executive committee
of the Ford Foundation; William C. Foster,
executive vice president of Olin Mathieson
Chemical Corp.; Howard C. Peterson, presi-
dent of Fidelity-Philadelphia Trust Co.;
Berdsley Rumml, economist of New York;
George F. Smith, president of Johnson &
Johnson, surgical goods manufacturers;
Allan Sproul, retired president of the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of New York, and J. Cam-
eron Thomson, chairman of the board of
Northwest Bancorporation of Minneapolis,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that ex-
cerpts from the CED'’s policy statement
on the recession as reported in the New
York Times of March 23, be inserted at
this point in the REcoRrD.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered fo be printed in the Rec-
oRrp, as follows:

ExcerPTs FROM ANTIRECESSION PROGRAM OF
COMMITTEE FOR EconNoMic DEVELOPMENT

THE PRESENT POSITION OF THE ECONOMY

The current decline in business activity is
one of the long series in the wavelike move=~
ment that has been characteristic of our
economic growth. Most previous business
declines in our history have been moderate
and brlef, with the downward movement
ending within a year, recovery substantially
completed within 2 years and the trough in
the Nation's output not more than a few
percent below the previous peak. The re-
cessions of 1949 and 1954 were of this char-
acter. We have had only a few depressions
that were both very deep and prolonged;
those beginning in 1837, 1873, 1893, and 1929
are the only ones that really qualify for
this description. Their extreme character
stemmed largely from the collapse of the
financial system and the wholesale destruc-
tlon of confidence that such a collapse en-
gendered. Institutional changes in the fi-
nancial system since 1929 provide a guar-
anty against financial collapse and, along
with other changes, warrant our bellef that
there will not be a future depression on the
scale of the thirties. We have also had a
certaln number of depressions of interme-
diate character, such as those that started
in 1920 and 1937. We have done a good deal
to make such pronounced dips less likely,
Jbut we cannot be sure that we will not have
to deal with them again.

DECLINES RECOUNTED

In February 1958 employment in nonagri=
cultural establishments, seasonally ad-
Justed, was 1,700,000, or 3.2 percent lower
than in the previous August. In the same
period, the seasonally adjusted unemploy=-
ment rate rose from 4.2 percent of the clvil=-
ian labor force to 6.7 percent. Short hours
became more prevalent. The gross national
product, seasonally adjusted at annual
rates, dropped from $440 billion in the third
quarter of 1857, when the economy was
operating at high employment, to $432,500,-
000,000 in the fourth. If allowance is made
for both the subsequent decline and the fact
that prices had risen, it is likely that by
February the real gross national product,
which measures the total production of the
economy, was about 315 percent below the
1957 third quarter. But with normal growth
of the economy’s productive capacity, we
would now be able to produce about 1!5
percent more than in the third quarter of
1957. This would indicate that in February
the economy was operating at about 95 per-
cent of the high-employment level, if gross
naticnal product in the third quarter of
1957 is taken as a standard. The decline in
employment and production was not slack-
ening.

OTHER FACTORS NOTED

This, In broad terms, is where we stand
as this is written. Certain important char-
acteristics of the decline thus far should
also be pointed out. Consumer expenditures
for nondurable goods and services, together,
which in 1957 absorbed 56 percent of the
entire gross national product, have held up
well, “This is significant, because an out-
standing characteristic of the declining
phase of major depressions is a general
downward spiral of consumer income and
consumer spending. Thus far in the present
recession the decline in spending has not be-
come general, and such a cumulative spiral
is not in process. It should also be noted
that purchasing by State and local govern-
ments is continuing to rise; Federal Govern-
ment spending is scheduled to turn up a
little, and the movement of residential con-
struction activity continues irregular rather
than clearly upward or downward. ;
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The Impact of the recession thus far has
been principally upon employment and pro=
duction in durable goods manufacturing.
Employment in mining, construction, trans-
portation, and nondurable goods manufac=
turing has been affected to a lesser extent.
In other industrial divisions, employment
has declined only slightly or increased.

SIMILARITIES FOUND

Despite important differences in the forces
initiating declines in 1948, 1953, and 1957,
the magnitude and most general character-
istics of the 1957-58 decline are similar to
the patterns of the 1948-49 and 1953-54
recessions after they had been in process for
the same length of time., However, they are
also similar to the pattern we should ex-
pect in the early stages of a more serlous
decline if we make allowance for the support
provided to consumer income by automatic
stabilizers, such as unemployment insur-
ance, that have been introduced since we
last experienced such a decline.,

If the probabilities are that the amplitude
and duration of the 1958 recession will be
similar to those of its immediate predeces-
gors, it is mainly because most recessions are
of such a moderate character. That we do
not know what will bring a reversal does
not mean that it will not appear—any more
than the outstanding sales success of the
19556 model automobiles that accelerated re-
covery in late 1954 could be foreseen with
assurance earlier in that year. But we must
also reckon with the possibility that we are
in the early stages of a more serious decline.
The most likely cause would be the same as
in many such periods in the past—a pro-
nounced and prolonged slide in the rate of
business investment in plant and equipment,
without sufficiently strong offsets in other
types of demand. Reinforced by a further
drop in foreign sales and by a rise in the
rate of business inventory ligquidation, a
sharp slide in business capital outlays could
curtail consumer income enough to set in
motion the characteristic downward spiral of
consumer income and spending, the hall-
mark of depression.

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE NOW?

1. Monetary policy: A main reliance for
support of the economy in the present situa-
tion should be monetary policy.

Monetary policy influences private spend-
ing through its effect on the supply of
money and the cost and availability of
credit. Individuals and businesses tend to
spend more if they have easier access to
credit, if the cost of borrowing declines and
if they find themselves holding more cash
and other liquid assets in relation to their
needs.

All of these factors depend to a great ex-
tent on Federal Reserve policies, since the
Reserve System can make credit more readily
avallable at lower cost by increasing the re-
serves of the commercial banking system. It
can do this by buying Government securities
in the open market or by reducing the re-
serves the member banks are required to
hold against their deposits and it can lower
the interest rate at which banks can borrow
reserves from the regional Federal Reserve
banks. These actions increase the lending
capacity of banks and reduce the cost of
borrowing and this, in turn, will tend to
stimulate the banks to lend more readily to
qualified borrowers at favorable interest
rates and will thus help to increase private
expenditures.

VIGOROUS ACTION URGED

The Federal Reserve System should move
even more vigorously to provide the banks
with abundant reserves. The reserve posi-
tion of the banks should be adequate not
only to permit them to meet all sound loan
demands that come to them but also to im-
pel them to seek to make additional sound
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loans and acquire other assets. The small
decline in the money supply (seasonally ad-
justed) that has occurred since mid-1957
should be halted and reversed. We believe
that monetary policy is most effective when
it is used wholeheartedly. Obviously, we
cannot prescribe the precise timing of the
necessary steps or the magnitude of reserves
that should be supplied. Such decisions
must be made by the Federal Reserve on the
basis of day-to-day developments.

2. Federal budget policy: In a recession,
Federal tax recelpts tend to fall and unem-
ployment compensation payments, social se-
curity pensions, public assistance payments
and other expenditures increase. These au-
tomatic responses to recession are stabiliz-
ing because they cushion the decline in in-
comes that individuals and businesses have
available to spend.

The Federal budget should be permitted
to exercise its normal, stabilizing effect on
the economy—an effect that is far stronger
than at any time prior to World War II.
This means that if, as is to be expected, tax
receipts drop below those estimated in the
President’s budget because of lower incomes,
we should not try to make up the deficien-
cy in receipts by raising tax rates or by low-
ering expenditures.

In addition, some acceleration of Govern-
ment expendilures planned for the near fu-
ture under existing authorized and neces-
sary programs is appropriate.

To get the stabilizing effect of the budget
principle we recommend it is necessary that
in a recession the budget be allowed to run
a deficit as tax revenues drop and certain
expenditures automatically rise. In the
coming year—fiscal year 1959—tax receipts
are very likely to fall below the budget esti-
mate, mainly because individual and corpo-
rate incomes are likely to be lower than was
assumed in the tax forecasts, If this hap-
pens, the debt limit should not force the
Government to reduce its spending precisely
when the economy needs the stimulating ef-
fect of a Government deficit and when provi-
slon for national security demands increasing
defense outlays. To avoid these undesirable
consequences, the debt limit should be raised
by an amount that would allow not only for
ordinary seasonal variation in receipts in the
coming year, but also for the possibility that
expenditures for the entire year will sub-
stantially exceed receipts. In our view, the
$5 billion temporary increase already enact-
ed is too small, in view of the uncertainties
on both the receipts and expenditures sides
of the budget, even on the assumption that
the recession will be moderate in extent and
duration,

3. Planning stronger action: Additional
measures to be used if the recession deepens
should be readied and agreed upon now.
This is necessary so that action may be
taken quickly if it is needed. It will also
provide a solid basis for confidence on the
part of the businessmen, investors, and con=-
sumers that there will be no deep depres-
sion., Hence it will prevent fear and
uncertainty from holding up investment
and consumer spending and make it more
likely that recovery will be achieved by na-
tural forces assisted by the measures sug-
gested above.

CONDITIONS WARRANTING STRONGER ACTION

It would be unwise to set up a single rigid
signal for strong antirecession action,
but we believe such action would be appro-
priate if the economic decline passes the low
points reached in 1948 and 1954,

We suggest that this would be the case if,
after allowance for seasonal influences,
business activity continues to contract for
another 2 months, after February, unless
there is unmistakable evidence of quickly
forthcoming improvement.

Any significant decline in total consumer
spending for nondurable goods and serv-
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ices, accompanying a pronounced drop in
disposable personal income, would also sug-
gest the need for strong counteractlon,
since, as indicated earlier, it would suggest
the beginning of a downward spiral of in-
come and spending generally that, if un-
checked, could cause the decline to snowball.

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE IF THE RECESSION
DEEPENS

Circumstances described in the previous
section would call for an economic policy
that has a good probability of stopping the
business decline and fturning activity up-
ward; half measures that merely slow the
downward movement would not then meet
our national objective. Subject to this cri-
terion, we should also continue to use meas-
ures that do not interfere with adjustments
in resource allocation, relative prices and
costs through normal competitive processes
and that are quickly reversible. The latter
criterion, however, may be interpreted some-
what more loosely, since we shall be starting
with more idle resources and less immediate
danger of reviving inflationary pressures.

RESCHEDULING GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Under conditions calling for strong Fed-
eral action, the Federal Government should
make every effort to accelerate necessary
procurement and public works, but only
when the major impact upon the economy
of so doing will be felt within a year or so.
This allows more scope for rescheduling than
the narrower program we have suggested for
the present situation, but is nonetheless a
severe restriction, If it is not met, procure-
ment and public-works acceleration will not
only be ineffective in helping to check reces-
sion but may later add to inflationary
problems.

The increase of expenditures In order to
fight recession can easily become wasteful
unless discrimination is exercised. While a
speedup of expenditures that would other-
wise have to be made later is warranted,
embarking upon unnecessary projects is both
extravagant at the time and likely to lead
to a continuing scale of Government ex-
penditures larger than would be adopted
were programs considered strictly on their
merits. Acceleration of contract terms so
much that costs are Increased by overtime
work at time and one-half or double time,
or by wasteful production and buying prac-
tices, is also to be avolded. The Govern-
ment should obtain more, not less, for its
dollars in periods of slack business.

Acceleration of procurement and public
works, together, can and should play a sup-
porting role in bringing about recovery.
State and local governments, by accelerating
their programs in the manner suggested here
for the Federal Government, could also make
a contribution. But increases in Govern-
ment expenditures should not be our chief
reliance.

A LARGE TEMPORARY TAX CUT

The major emphasis should be upon tem-
porary and substantial reduction in Federal
income taxes to raise private incomes and
hence to increase consumer spending and
business investment. The tax cut should
have three principal characteristics:

1. The purpose of the tax cut is to help
lift us out of a recession, not to change the
burden of taxation or to reform the tax
structure. Consequently, it should be neu-
tral with respect to the distribution of the
tax burden. A flat percentage reduction in
the income tax bills of individuals applied to
the amounts computed under existing law
would meet this criterion sufficiently well.
Such a tax reduction would provide a quick
spur to consumption expenditures. It should
also help to restore opportunities for prof-
itable investments, mainly by the improve-
ment of business sales though also by di-
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rectly Increasing net yields to Individual
investors. y :

2. If the conditlons we have assumed ap-
pear, the tax cut should be prompt. It
should also be put into effect for a limited
time only, with automatic provision for a
return to the previous rates. This is essen-
tial to permit enough tax reduction to stim-
ulate recovery and yet not run a pronounced
risk of inflation in the ensuing business
advance.

3. The size of the tax cut must be com-
mensurate with the size of the problem. If
the situation we describe should develop
within the next few months, the real gross
national product would have fallen some-
thing like 414 percent from its previous peak.
Over the intervening period estimated
normal growth at a rate of 3 percent a year
would have Increased the productive capacity
of the economy by more than 2 percent.
Our gross national product, consequently,
would probably be nearly 7 percent below
& high employment level. This amounts to
an annual rate of about $30 billion in gross
national product.

We suggest the tax cut should aim to pro-
vide a stimulus that would provide the basis
for quickly eliminating the larger part of
the gap between actual and potential pro-
duction. The immediate effects would be
mainly to raise private consumption and, as
a result of the strengthening of business
sales, to check inventory liguidation. Some
additional stimulus would be provided by
the temporarily higher rate of Federal pur-
chases we urge above. Together, the effects
of these actions should strengthen invest-
ment generally, and impart an upward im-
petus to the economy that would set us on
the road back to high employment.

Although a precise calculation is impos-
slble, we believe that this objective requires
a personal income tax cut at a yearly rate
of about $7,500,000,000, when yields are com-
puted on the basis of income levels consistent
with high employment and stable prices.
Present personal income tax rates would
yield about $38 billlon a year under condi-
tions of high employment and price stability,
s0 that would mean a cut of one-fifth in these
taxes. A much larger reduction would carry
too great a risk of inflation; ome much
smaller would have an insufficiently high
probability of success.

COST TO TREASURY

The actual cost to the Treasury of such a
temporary tax cut should be less than
$7,500,000,000. PFirst, because the actual in-
come base to which it was applied would be
below the high employment level; under the
assumed conditlons the tax loss initially
would be at an annual rate of about $7 bil-
lion. Second, because we would expect the
reduction to be in effect, at least in full, for
less than a year. Third, because, under
conditions of substantial unemployment, the
stimulus of the tax reduction should raise
the tax base well above what it would be in
its absence—without the corresponding in-
crease in government cost resulting from in-
flation that would ensue from a similar
policy under high employment conditions.

We recommend that, if such a temporary
tax cut becomes necessary, its original en-
actment should be for a period ending March
31, 1959. Tax withholdings, which account
for the bulk of individual income tax col-
lections, would be immediately reduced by
one-fifth, Individuals making taxpayments
on current-year incomes would recompute
their liabilities and adjust their current pay-
ments. The tax liability on the final returns
for the year would be computed in the usual
fashion, but with the addition of a line for
the “emergency antirecession tax reduction.”
This would be equal to the ordinary tax lia-
bility multiplied by one-fifth the fraction
of the year for which the reduction was in
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effect. If, for example, the reduction were
effective on July 1, 1858, and ended on
March 31, 1959, the deduction on calendar-
year returns for 1958 would be equal to 10
percent of the originally computed liability
and for 1959 to 5 percent.

CUTOFF PROPOSED

To meet the objective of high employment
without inflation—and to justify the use of
taxation in any similar future situation—
it is essential that the temporary tax cut be
pared or eliminated as quickly as the re-
covery of the economy warrants.

If this more vigorous action becomes neces-
sary and is taken boldly, there is reason for
confidence that tax reduction on the scale
we have recommended, supported by re-
scheduling of Federal expenditures and ex-
pansionary monetary policy, will succeed in
turning the economy upward. Given the
necessary determination, it should also be
feasible to reverse action quickly enough to
prevent the stage from being set for another
round of inflation.

The CED research and policy committee
has repeatedly recommended reduction
in the corporate profits tax and in se-
lective excise taxes as part of the long-
run reform of the Federal tax structure.
We urge consideration of these and other
desirable tax reforms at the earliest possi-
ble time. We omit them from the proposed
antirecession tax program only because of
our desire to concentrate on the simplest
step on which quick agreement would be
most readily forthcoming. We believe that
reduction of individual income taxes would
be an effective way of stimulating an in-
crease in private spending, with resulting
increased employment, until expansionary
forces within the private economy reassert
themselves.

DISTINCTION IS MADE

We cannot emphasize too strongly the im-
portance of distinguishing clearly between
temporary measures to deal with the reces-
sion and permanent changes in public policy.
This distinetion will make prompt and effec-
tive action both more feasible and less dan-
gerous. The possibility of agreeing quickly
on emergency measures will be greatly en-
hanced if there is also agreement that these
measures are for the duration of the emer-
gency only. In particular, it should be
much easier to agree upon a generally ac-
ceptable tax cut to last for a short period
than to agree upon a broad and permanent
revision of Federal tax policy with all the
complications that entalls,

Moreover, the danger that emergency
measures would persist into conditions when
they would be inappropriate—when they
would be inflationary, wasteful, or inconsist-
ent with long-term growth—would also be
reduced by prior understanding of their tem-
porary character and by advance provision
for their termination. One implication of
this is that we must all resist the temptation
to use the recession as an occasion for try-
ing to fasten permanent changes upon Fed-
eral policy with respect to expenditures, taxes,
or anything else. Permanent changes
should be considered in the light of the ex-
pected long-run condition of our economy,
which is not a condition of recession.

We also wish to warn against the danger
of basing policy primarily on forecasts of
the future rather than on present facts.
Forecasts of the short-term course of employ-
ment and business are guesses that cannot
be continuously correct, so that any action
based upon them may be wrong. Moreover,
agreement can rarely be reached on forecasts
of the future. Hence, If effective policy
action depends upon forecasts, we may do
the wrong thing or do things too soon or too
late.
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Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
more and more people are asking why
the administration does not face up to
this recession. How much longer can
it sit back with a wait-and-see attitude
on a tax cut?

Mr. President, I may ask, also, what
was it that dampened the ardor of the
Vice President? Three weeks ago he
seemed to be filled with urgency for a
tax cut. Apparently since then his high
desire has been moderated by some
counsel or admonition from those in the
administration 'who have been able to
restrain what I thought was a commend-
able and helpful attitude on the part of
the Vice President.

The Alsop brothers in the March 24
Washington Post give some very interest-
ing answers to this question. I ask
unanimous consent that their column
entitled “Eventually, Why Not Now?” be
inserted at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

EvenTUALLY, WHY NoT Now?
(By Joseph and Stewart Alsop)

When the unencouraging preliminary fig-
ures for March employment and business ac-
tivity were laid before the Cabinet last week,
the response was gloomily impassive. This
raises the puzzling question: *“Eventually,
why not now?"

Eventually, if the final returns on March
are bad, the administration is heavily com-
mitted to a bold, business-stimulating tax
cut. The President himself promised the
country a March upturn only a few weeks
ago.

Other leading figures of the Eisenhower
team repeatedly have explained that we
must wait and see the March outcome, and
they have indicated that action to cut taxes
would follow if the March outcome proved
disappointing.

Virtually all the indices now suggest that
the March outcome will be decldedly dis-
appointing. New applications for unemploy-
ment relief have dropped fractionally. The
month may well show a modest increase of
persons having jobs—which the White House
staff immediately will claim as justification
of the President’s incautious forecast,

But although the total of employed may
rise, the figures already available almost
surely mean that the ecrucial unemploy-
ment total will either hold about even or
quite possibly rise, too. As family incomes
are lowered by cuts in work hours, more and
more housewives and young people are look-
ing for jobs to keep pork chops on the
family table.

Overall, the American economy looks like
it is doing no better in March than in Febru-
ary, and there are some who say the curve is
still downward in a month of normal sea-
sonal pickup. .

Unanimity among economists is never to
be looked for. But there are not many Gov-
ernment economists who have not already
delivered an unfavorable verdict on the
month of March, except for men directly
attached to the Presldent’s staff, like Ga-
briel Hauge.

The White House experts and some in the
Treasury continue to argue that the econ-
omy's March performance can be judged only
when all the statistics are finally available,
in mid-April,

Maybe Hauge is right. Certainly, it Is now
the White House intention to stick to the
wait-and-see line, at least until mid-April.
Even Vice President Nixon, who was all
for an immediate tax cut only 2 weeks ago,
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has swung round to the case for wait-and-
gee. Buj the odds are clearly about 3 to 1
that when mid-April rolls around, the final
returns on March will give the administra-
tion no choice but to take the promised ac-
tion to cut taxes or openly to declare that
taxcutting is not such a good remedy after
all.

Therefore the question: “Eventually, why
not now?"” It has all the more force be-
cause any stimulant always is more eflective
if it is applied early, whether to an ailing
economy or an ailing body. It is a really
puzzling question, but it has an answer that
comes in three parts.

In the first place, a big tax cut is a very
big step, especially in view of the worsening
foreign and defense situation, which may
make heavy future demands on the economy.
For that reason, if for no other, the key
man on the President’s advisory team, Treas-
ury Secretary Robert Anderson, takes Hauge's
line, not hostile to a tax cut if needed, but
wanting all the evidence before the de-
cision,

In the second place, there is an identifiable
school of thought in the administration,
probably stronger in the Federal Reserve
Board than elsewhere, unkindly described as
the “further through the wringer" school, in
which inflation has been the great fear, all
through the Eisenhower years.

The “further through the wringer” school
holds that the current depression has simply
got to be reflected in serious price cuts be-
fore it will be safe to take stimulating ac-
tion with a naturally inflationary tendency,
like a tax reduction. Otherwise, this school
says, & stimulated upturn now will lead
surely to a grave inflationary situation 2 years
from now.

The third part of the answer is clearly
the President himself. In the President's at-
titude, there are more than hints of the
strong influence of his businessmen friends,
many of whom have views about Government
interference in the economy that do not dif-
fer greatly from former President Hoover's.

Then, too, as his reaction to the sputnik
also showed, Dwight Eisenhower nowadays
greatly prefers immobility to motion. The
President is therefore the strongest defender
of doing nothing now to lower taxes, even
though it appears almost certain the tax-
cut stimulant will have to be applied later.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Washington Post of last Saturday re-
ports:

‘While industrial output in the United
States has been dropping rapidly during the
current recession, the industrial ouput of the
Soviet Union has been surging upward at
an equally rapid pace.

The hardship to so many millions of
Americans that is taking place as a re-
sult of this recession is bad enough in
itself. But to make matters even worse,
this recession is jeopardizing the position
of the Free World in its struggle against
the totalitarian forces led by the Soviet
Union.

Let us consider for a moment what
has been happening, While our own in-
dustrial production this year is running
10 percent lower than a year ago, the
Soviet Union’s production is up by 11
percent for the same period. And this
rate of growth in the Soviet Union is
typical of what they have been doing in
recent years and plan to do in years to
come.

If the United States is to retain its
position as the leader of the Free World,
Mr. President, it is imperative that we
have a strong economy which is re-
flected in steady productive growth.
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Unfortunately in the past 5 years we
have not had a steady productive growth.
As a matter of fact, industrial production
at the present time is less than it was
a full 5 years ago despite our increased
produetive capacity and booming popu-
lation growth.

Mr. President, I was shocked when I
read this statement, which has been
checked very carefully, and which was
underscored in the Washington Post ar-
ticle, namely, that the industrial pro-
duction in the United States is less than
it was a full 5 years ago, despite in-
creased productive capacity and a boom-
ing population growth.

In 1953 the industrial production in-
dex averaged 134, in 1954 it dropped to
125,in 1955 it rose to 139, in 1956 it rose
to 143, in 1957 it stood still, and for the
first 2 months of this year it has aver-
aged only 13115,

It would indeed be tragic if the Soviet
Union were to win the balance of power
due to our failure to maintain our ad-
vantage in production.

That is why the recession is even more
important than the tragedy that befalls
us at home, which is the tragedy of
waste of manpower and productive fa-
cilities, and unemployment. There is a
challenge every bit as great, and that is
the challenge of the balance of power
in the world shifting into the hands of
the Soviet Union because of industrial
Progress.

This is a very real possibility unless
the administration realistically faces up
to the facts of life, tears up its chins-up
speeches, rolls up its sleeves and begins
to demonstate a capacity for intelligent
leadership as demanded by the Ameri-
can people and the Free World at large.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the article to which I have
referred entitled “Recession Helps Rus-
sians Narrow Production Gap,” from the
Washington Post and Times Herald of
March 22, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

RECESSION HELPs RUSSIANS NARROW
PrODUCTION GAP
(By Thomas P, Whitney)

While industrial output in the United
States has been dropping rapidly during the
current recession, the industrial output of

the Soviet Union has been surging upward
at an equally rapid pace.

The result is that the Russians are swiftly
narrowing the big gap between industrial
production of the Soviet Union and that of
the United States.

American industrial output in January
and February 1958, was approximately 10
percent lower than it was in the same 2
months of 1957, according to the Federal
Reserve Index.

An official communique of the Central
Statistical Administration of the Soviet Gov-
ernment placed Soviet industrial production
in January and February 1958 at 11 percent
higher than in the same period of 1957.

TYPICAL OF RUSSIAN RATE

This figure of 10 or 11 percent annual in-
crease is typieal of the rate at which Russian
industrial production is being inereased each
year currently.

Experts on the Soviet economy have esti-
mated that, roughly, the Soviet Union may
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at present have about half as large a total
industrial production as the United States.
Nikita Khrushchev estimated a few maonths
ago that it would take the Soviet Union 15
years, more or less, to reach the American
industrial output of 1957.

Soviet leaders are obviously watching with
great interest the American recession,
Khrushchev himself demonstrated this when
he devoted a full 10 minutes of his election
speech on March 14 to the report by George
Meany, president of the AFL-CIO, delivered
at the recent AFL-CIO put-America-back-
to~-work rally.

Following this speech Soviet papers devoted
much attention to the Meany report, which
described declining production and rising
unemployment. in America.

TASK WOULD BE EASIER

Otherwise the Soviet press has not been
devoting any tremendous amount of atten-
tion to the American recession in the last
few weeks.

In the unlikely event the Amerlecan indus-
trial decline should continue for several
years, the task which the Soviet Union has
set for itself of catching up with American
industrial production would be much easier
and take fewer years than the Soviet leaders
have been thinking it might.

Therefore, one can be sure that, despite
the seeming lack of intense interest by the
Soviet press in American economic troubles,
Khrushchev and his colleagues in the Krem-
lin are following them closely, And, no
doubt, they are quite pleased by the bad
business news in the United States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, T
conclude my remarks on the subject of
the recession by saying that our foreign
aid bill is in trouble and that our foreign
trade bill is in trouble. They are going
to be in trouble until the administration
and Congress lay down an antirecession
program which gives our people a sense
of confidence. The American people are
taking a dim view of foreign aid and
loans to foreign countries and grants to
foreign nations, even when those coun-
tries are our closest friends, and even
when they know they are our trusted
allies, so long as the American people
find they are unable to get jobs and un-
able to do the things that are needed to
be done in their communities.

If the administration wishes to save
the foreign aid program—and I surely do,
and I shall support it—it will have to
take some effective steps. Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall support it despite the fact
that 90 percent of the mail that comes
to my office is opposed to foreign aid.
The latest check this morning reveals the
fact that 9 out of every 10 letters that I
have received on the subject of foreign
aid and mutual security are in opposi-
tion; that 8 out of every 10 on the subject
of reciprocal trade are in opposition.
Despite that fact, it is my sincere belief
that both measures are urgently needed.
I shall support them.

However, I say that unless the admin-
istration is willing to take effective and
forthright and timely action to stop the
recession and give our people a sense of
confidence, and give our people an op-
portunity to work, and put men back on
the jobs, and restore industrial capacity
and industrial production, there is going
to be a tragic failure in America in the
field of foreign policy and in the field of
foreign aid. :
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Today our mutual security program
and our foreign trade program rest on a
precarious balance, and can be tipped
over at any time to such an extent
that the foreign aid program will be
cut to ribbons, and the foreign trade
program will be filled with protectionist
philosophy.

I hope and pray that that will not
happen. One sure way to stop it is for
the administration to get away from the
nonsense of its chins-up talk, and to
get down to the practical case of getting
the necessary work done. This means
the construction of housing and hospi-
tals and schools, and the raising of un-
employment compensation, and it means
an expanded social-security program, in
which the benefits are commensurate
with the cost of living.

It means that the President of the
United States should sign the farm
measure, Senate Joint Resolution 162,
which we have put on his desk. He
should sign the measure which will make
certain that farm prices will not fall any
further. He must not veto it, because
to do so will be to serve warning on the
farm population of America that their
lot is not to be considered; that their
economic situation is to be ignored. If
that kind of action follows, if there is
a veto, an outery from the rural areas of
America will take its toll upon effective
foreign aid programs and effective
foreign aid.

As a friend to foreign aid and foreign
trade, I appeal to the President to exer-
cise his leadership to give to the Nation
reassurance that we are just as willing
to lend money to the municipalities of
the Nation to repair their water systems
and sewage disposal systems as we are to
make loans to other nations; reassur-
ance that the United States Government
is as willing to help our own people ob-
tain jobs by effective action as it is to
provide economic opportunities to the
people in other parts of the world.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, is
the Senator aware of the statistical ar-
gument in support of his position, as re-
vealed in the New York Times this
morning? Every Monday, for a long
period of years, the New York Times has
been printing a list of the maturities of
the United States Government which
must be refinanced within the next 12
months.

Mr. HUMPHREY.
know about that.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Here is an amaz-
ing story. The 1-year maturities
amount to $82,206,530,641. They are the
United States Treasury obligations in
the hands of the publie, and they will
mature within the next 12 months.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article containing the list
of Treasury securities be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ONE-YEAR MATURITIES ARE $82,208,530,641

Direct obligations of the United States
Government in the hands of the public that

I am interested to
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will mature within 12 months amount to

$82,206,630,641. They consist of Treasury

securities as follows:
Mar, 24—Tax antie. P8 e oaeacacaaan $3, 001, 664, 000
Mar. 27—Di bills__ 1, 700, 152, 000
Apr. 1—Ser. E sav. bonds!__ 2,201, 394, 146
Apr, 1—S8er, F sav. bondsi_. 172, 987, 637
Apr, 1—Ser. (& sav. bondsl__ 1, 306, 651, 700
Apr. 1—124% Treas. notes__ 49, 715, 000
Apr, 38—Discount bills___ 1, 700, 340, 000
Apr, 10—Discount bills_ 1, 699, 903, 000
Apr. 15—314% ctis. of in 356, 835, 000
Apr, 15—Discount bills.__ 606, 953, 000
Apr. 17—Discount bills. 1, 700, 648, 000
i{pr. 24—Discount bills_ 1, 701, 606, 000
ay 1—Discount bills_ 1, 700, 563, 000
May 8—Discount bills. 1, 6949, T18, 000
May 15—Discount bills 1, 700, 489, 000
May 22—Di t bills 1, 800, 701, 000
May 20—Diseount bills_ - 1,802, 235,000
June 5—Discount bills. - 1,800, 197, 000
June 12—Discount bills. - 1,700,377, 000
June 15—2%{%, Treas. bonds.. = D18, T8O, 600
June 15—21¢9, Treas, notes. . - 4,301, 791, 000
June 15—2%‘% Treas. bond - 4,244, 811,000
June 19—Discount bonds. _ - 1,700,318, 000
Aug. 1—4% ctfs. of ind. ... - 11, 519,077, 000
Oct. 1—114%, Treas. notes e 121, 260, 000
Dec. 1—3%%ctls.ofind.__.___________ 9, 832, 719, 000
2, 368, 365, 500

Dec. 15—214%, Treas, bonds. ..o e eeennn 2,8
)

Jan. 1—8er. E say, bonds
Jan, 1—Ser. F sav. bonds.
Jan. 1—Ser. G sav, bonds

Feb, 14—219% etfs. of ind_ .. __......

Feb. 15—171§% Treas, bonds...coeccaeaan

Total #2, 206, 530, 641
Waak Bgp. - o e i 82, 206, 327, 41
b T S SR R e 72, 857, 158, 202

1 Maturing monthly within a year from this date
forward.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, this
is the significant figure. A week ago,
the maturities, according to the New
York Times, amounted to $82,206,327,641.
That was less than the amount published
today. A year ago the maturities
amounted to $72,857,156,202, In other
words, the maturities a year ago were
almost $10 billion less than they are now.

In order that the meaning of this sur--

prising statistical picture might be clear,
I have had a computation made as to the
percentage this represents of the na-
tional debt.

For the year 1952, before this admin-
istration took office, the national debt
was $266 billion. The maturities which
were due within 1 year, according to the
New York Times, amounted to $55,700,-
000,000, or 20.8 percent of the national
debt.

As of March 1958, the national debt
had risen to $275,500,000,000. The ma-
turities within the 12-month period
amounted to $82.2 billion, or consisted of
29.8 percent of the national debt. Thus,
the national debt has risen more than $9
billion, and the amount of the maturities
which must be met within the 12-month
period has increased 50 percent.

This administration has made the
poorest fiscal record of any of the ad-
ministrations having power and respon-
sibility during the great erises which our
Nation has encountered. The severity of
crises has not been improved, it is worse
than it was before.

What the Senator from Minnesota has
said about the responsibility of the Gov-
ernment to take remedial steps imme-
diately cannot be overemphasized. The
Senator is quite correct. We may not all
3gree upon the things that ought to be

one.

For myself, I believe that we must
change the manner in which foreign aid
is administered. I do not believe in mil-
itary aid, now that we have reached the
era of nuclear weapons. I do not believe
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in having Uncle Sam spend borrowed
money to build outmoded weapons for
use by European or Asiatic nations, I
doubt the advisability of asking our
friends in the rest of the world to allow
their territories to become the sight of
nuclear weapons launching stations.

But whatever may be the doubt of it,
I have no doubt that if economic aid is
provided, it will be administered in a way
which will make the nations that re-
ceive the aid responsible for the admin-
istering of the aid. I hope the Senator
from New Hampshire will agree with me
on that.

Mr. HUMPHREY.
Minnesota.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., The Senator from
Minnesota, of course. That was a curi-
ous mistake to make, because when I get
the floor, I may say to the Senator, I
shall quote remarks by a distinguished
former Representative and Senator from
Minnesota concerning the stockyards
and packers bill. I shall quote the words
of “Blind Tom” Schall, in his dramatic
appeal against the murder of the Federal
Trade Commission for the benefit of the
big packers. 3

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator’s
statement will be of great interest, be-
cause the late beloved Senator, “Blind
Tom"” Schall, as he was called, was truly
an advocate of the people’s interest.

I thank the Senator from Wyoming
for his statistical information, which is
always to the point, and is always very
illuminating and informative.

I now turn to another subject, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

The Senator from

ELECTORAL COLLEGE REFORM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the 84th Congress I introduced Senate
Joint Resolution 152, an attempted com-~
promise proposal in the electoral col-
lege debate. That proposal owes much
of its genesis to the imagination and
hard work of Dr. Ralph M. Goldman, now
professor of political science at Michi-
gan State University.

Dr. Goldman has just written for the
Midwest Journal of Political Seience an
article entitled “HuserTr HUMPHREY'S
Senate Joint Resolution 152: A New Pro-
posal for Electoral College Reform.” I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
Dr. Goldman's article be printed at this
point in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From Midwest Journal of Political Sclence,
vol. II, No. 1, of February 1958]
HuperT HUMPHREY'S SENATE JOINT RESOLU-

TION 152: A NEW PROPOSAL FOR ELECTORAL

COLLEGE REFORM

(By Ralph M. Goldman, Michigan State

University)

The Senate gave brief consideration to the
electoral college during March 1956. The
main departure from previous Congressional
discussion of the lssue was the high degree
of interest In finding a compromise solution.
Two such compromism were propoaed The
Daniel-Thurmond-Mundt compromise would
enable the States to make their own choice
between two earlier plans; that is, votes
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could be counted according to either the
Daniel-Eefauver (formerly Lodge-Gossett)
or the Mundt-Coudert plan. The Humphrey
compromise, on the other hand, offered an
entirely new approach which would assign
two electoral votes to the victor in each State
and divide the remaining 435 electoral votes
nationally in proportion to the nationwide
popular vote.

A great many Senators were familiar with
and committed to either the Daniel-Eefau-
ver or the Mundt-Coudert plans and gave
the sponsors of the Daniel-Thurmond-
Mundt proposal a 48 to 37 majority in the
Senate vote, 9 votes short of the two-thirds
of those voting required for constitutional
amendments. The Humphrey compromise,
put into the hopper only 3 weeks prior to
the floor debate and unfamiliar to most of
the legislators, was set aside by a voice vote.
The two new compromises and several previ-
ous plans were sent back to committee!

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 152 AS A
COMPROMISE

The Humphrey compromise now establishes

& fourth approach to electoral college re-
‘form. The principles and political impli-
cations of the mew proposal were brought
to the attention of Senator Huserr HUM-
PHREY, of Minnesota, in July 1955, by the
present writer* Senate Joint Resolution 152
received practically no press publicity® It
was brought to the attention of about 46
Members of the Senate by a special letter
from Benator HumpHrREY, dated March 9,
19566, Because the Senator’s name was pre-
viously assoclated with various other pro-
posals for changes in the electoral system,
there was some confusion among his col-
leagues as to the relation, if any, between
Senate Joint Resolution 152 and the other
HuMPHREY-supported plans.

HUMPHREY'S Senate Joint Resolution 152
eliminates the electoral college and the
presidential electors as such, a point on
which nearly all reform proposals agree. Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 152 is the same as the
Daniel-Kefauver and Mundt-Coudert pro-
posals In that it retains the total strength
of both Houses of Congress, that 1s, 531 votes,
as the numerical basis for determining the
election of Presidents. The Humphrey plan
assigns the two senatorial electoral votes to
the candidate winning the plurality of popu-
lar votes in each State, as does the Mundt-
Coudert plan. Unlike the other reform pro-
posals, however, the Humphrey compromise
enables the presidential electorate as a na-
tional body to influence directly the presi-
dential choice. This would occur by divid-
ing the remaining block of 435 votes accord-
ing to the proportion of popular votes re-
ceived by each candidate on a nationwide
basis.

Asg Illustrated In table 1, In 1956 Dwight
Eisenhower carrled 41 of the 48 States,
which, under this plan, would have given
him 82 votes at the rate of 2 per State car-
ried; Adlai Stevenson would have received
14 senatorfal electoral votes. Of the more
than 60 millions of votes cast nationally in
the presidential contest, some 85 millions
went to Eisenhower and over 25 millions to
Stevenson. Dividing 435 electoral votes in
the same proportion as the national popu-

1For the floor debate, see CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, vol. 102, pt. 4, pp. 4932, 5120, 5127,
5136-5139, 5146-5166, 5231-5254, 5263, 5323-
5325, 5332-5337, 5351-5357, 5365—5373, 5426-
5440, 5445-5448, 5407, 5520, 5533-5574, 5626
5674,

2 Correspondence with Max M. Eampelman,
then Senator EY's legislative counsel,
dated July 14, and 25, 1955. See also, author's
letter to editor, New York Times, August 6,
1965.

* An exception was passing mention in Ar-
thur Krock’s column in the New York Tin.es,
March 16, 1856.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lar vote would, under this new plan, have
given Eisenhower an additional 249.6 elec-
toral votes and Stevenson 182.3 additional
votes. The total electoral vote would have
been: Eisenhower, 331.6; Stevenson, 196.3;
other candidates, 3.0.

TasrLE 1.—State strength in Presidential elec-
toral voting wunder proposed Humphrey
system (S. J. Res. 152)

1956 1952

Dem- | Repub-{ Dem- | Repub-

ocrat | lican | ocrat | lican

4.0 1.4 3.9 11

.8 3.2 .8 3.1

3.5 1.3 3.6 L3

17.0 23.3 15.5 22.5

1.8 4.7 1.7 4.7

2.8 7.0 3.4 6.3

.5 2.6 6 2.6

3.4 6.5 3.1 5.8

51 L5 5.2 14

.7 3.1 -7 3.3

12. 4 20. 4 14.2 10.4

5.5 10.3 5.7 10.0

3.5 7.1 3.2 T2

2.0 6.0 1.9 6.4

3.3 6.0 5.5 3.5

1Y 4.3 4.4 2.2

A i 3.7 .8 3.6

2.6 6.0 2.8 55

6.6 1.7 7.7 1.1

9.5 14.0 8.7 13.0

4.3 7.0 4.3 7.4

3.0 .4 3.2 .8

8.4 6.4 6.6 88

.8 3.0 .8 4.1

14 4.6 1.3 5.0

.3 2.4 o2 2.4

.6 3.2 8 ; &2

6.0 13.3 7.2 1.7

il 3.0 .8 2.9

19.3 32.4 2.9 20.9

6.2 4.1 6.6 3.9

L6 3.1 B 3.4

10.1 17.8 1.3 16.8

2.7 5.3 3.1 5.7

2.3 4.8 1.9 5.0

13.9 20.1 15,2 19.1

11 3.6 1.4 3.5

3.6 B 3.2 1.2

.8 3.2 LB 3.4

3.2 5.8 3.1 5.2

6.0 0.6 6.8 9.8

.8 3.5 LO 8.4

.3 2.7 .8 2.8

19 4.7 L9 4.5

3.6 6.4 3.5 6.2

West Virginia_ . 2.6 51 5.2 3.0

Wisconsin. .. 4.1 8.7 4.4 B.9

Wyoming.__.. ¥ .3 2.5 3 2.6
Other partles. .e..... 3.0 21

8. J. Res, 152
outeome. - ... 196.3 | 331.6 | 210.8 318.1
Outecome pres-
ent system...| 73.0| 457.0 £89.0 442.0

The compromise character of the Hum-
phrey method rests upon the manner in
which it applies the various principles tra-
ditionally accepted as part of the American
presidential election system. First, the Hum-
phrey plan gives recognition to the Fed-
eral principle by allowing the 96 senatorial
electoral votes {(out of 631 total) to fall ac-
cording to the respective statewide popular
votes. The Lehman-Langer approach does
not at all allow' the Federal principle. The
Mundt-Coudert plan handles the Federal
factor in the same way as the Humphrey
plan, that is, by placing 86 of the 531 electoral
votes under the influence of State-by-State
voting returns, The present system, like the
Daniel-Eefauver proposal, magnifies the
role of federalism by placing electoral votes
entirely under State influences.

Secondly, the Humphrey plan claims to
reconcile the disparities among the other
three plans with respect to the application of
the population principle. The Langer-
Lehman proposal is the extreme statement
of the direct election approach. Theoreti-
cally, a 1l-vote majority in 60 million votes
cast could elect a President. The Lehman-
Langer supporters, pointing to the national
character of the modern Presidency, declare
that under this system neither Congres-
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slonal Districts nor State boundaries should
intervene between the citizens of the Nation
and their highest national officer. Finally,
say the Langer-Lehman advocates, a direct
election system puts a premium on political
participation; getting out the vote would
reap immediate rewards and, conversely, de-
nial of access to the ballot box would auto-
matically have punitive consequences for
guilty States, regions, or parties. The
Daniel-Eefauver and the Mundt-Coudert
plans, on the other hand, assume that
presidential voters act primarily as citizens
of States and Congressional Districts. Un-
der the Daniel-Kefauver system, a majority
of the 531 votes must be built up out of
popular majorities In the States. Under
Mundt-Coudert, the Congressional Districts
are where popular majorities count most.
Daniel-Eefauver also claims to provide a
stimulus to minority party activity in one-
party States by assuring such minorities
some part of the State’s electoral vote, of
which it now recelves none. The new
Humphrey method comes close to incorporat-
ing the Langer-Lehman nationwide direct
election principle into the 531-vote frame-
work of the other electoral systems. Hum-
PHREY's Senate Joint Resolution 152 also has
a bullt-in stimulus to voting participation.
Finally, the separation of powers principle
would be maintained by the Humphrey plan.
An essential feature of the separation of
powers is the election of public officers by
different electorates, Under present condi-
tions, for example, Congressional District
voters elect members of the House of Repre-
sentatives; State voters choose Senators and
decide the State's vote in the electoral col-
lege. The Mundt-Coudert plan, on the
other hand, makes Congressional and presi-
dentlal constituencies coincident with each
other, negating the separation principle.
Langer-Lehman sharply accentuates separa=-
tion by creating an entirely new mass con-
stituency for the Presidency. The Hum-
phrey plan, it is argued, creates a new presi-
dential constituency without going to the
extreme of the Langer-Lehman plan.

SOME POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE
NEW PLAN

After mathematically translating past
presidential election results from the present
counting system to that of the Humphrey
plan, supporters of Senate Joint Resolution
152 have demonstrated several of the political
implications of the new reform. BSetting
aside the probability that a somewhat differ-
ent national party pattern might have de-
veloped under the Humphrey system, the
same Presidents would have been elected un-
der the Humphrey method in 21 of the 22
presidential elections between 1872 and 1956;
the exception, 1876. The Humphrey method,
however, would have modifled the exag-
gerated electoral college majorities. The
winners would have recelved an average of
78 fewer votes between 1872 and 1956, The
principal losers would have received an av-
erage of 55 additional electoral votes over
the same period.

Table 1 shows what the voting outcomes
would have been, by States, in the elections
of 19562 and 1956 under Senate Joint Resolu-
tlon 152, Because 435 of the electoral votes
are divided between the parties on a national
basis, strictly speaking the only “State"”
votes would have been the 2 votes going
to the plurality winner in each State. The
computations of table 1, however, reveal how
many electoral votes would have been con-
tributed to the national party totals by the
vote in each State. For example, under Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 152, Stevenson in 1852
would have received 210.8 electoral votes
consisting of 18 senatorial votes from 9
States and 192.8 of the 435 nationwide elec-
toral votes. To the 18 senatorial votes Ala-
bama would have contributed 2 votes; to
the 192.8 Alabama would have contributed
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1.9. Alabama in 1952 would have contributed
1.1 electoral votes to the Republican side.
This would have given Alabama a total
strength of 5 presidential electoral votes.
Alabama’'s actual electoral college strength
under the present system was 11 votes.
Total State strength would vary from quad-
rennium to quadrennium depending upon
Alabama’s—and every other State’s—con-
tribution to the total national turnout and
its contribution to the national party totals.
Alabama’s low level of voter participation
would have cost the State 6 electoral votes
under the proposed system. On the other
hand, California’s high voter participation
under the Humphrey system in 1852 would
have raised that State’s electoral strength
from the 32 votes it actually had to a new
total of 38 votes.

8till another probable consequence of the
Humphrey plan would be the strengthening
of the national organs of the political par-
ties under the necessity of waging cam-
paigns with equal vigor in every State. Un-
der the present system the major campaign
efforts are made in the large pivotal States
of New York, Pennsylvania, California, Illi-
nois, Ohio, Michigan, and a few oihe:s. It
now takes a plurality of but a few votes to
win all of the New York's 45 electoral college
votes, California’s 43, ete. Under the Hum-
phrey system most State party victories
would consist of 2 or 3 electoral vote mar-
gins. In 1956, for example, the distribution
of the national presidenial vote was such
that dominant State parties would have re-
ceived 2 to 2.9 more electoral votes than the
principal minority parties in 28 of the 48
States; in only 6 instances would the elec-
toral vote spread have been 6 votes or more
(California, Illinois, New Jersey, New York,
Ohlo, and Pennsylvania). Such a spreading
of the rewards for success among so many
States would heighten the need for coordi-
nated and widely distributed presidential
campalgn effort on a national basis. As a
consequence, the dutlies of the national
party organs would undoubtedly be multi-
plied. The natlonal parties would compete
not primarily for the electoral votes of a few
major States but for a plurality of the 435
electoral votes avallable nationwide and for
the 2-vote electoral margins in as many in-
dividual States as possible.

The importance of States with 2-to-3 vote
electoral margins would tend to eliminate
the pivot State approach to presidential
politics* New York, Pennsylvania, Califor-

*Defenders of the present electoral col-
lege system, particularly some leaders of mi-
nority groups in metropolitan centers, argue
that their main source of influence in na-
tional politics rests upon the strategic loca-
tion of the popular votes of their groups in
the large, closely-contested States. Presum-
ably the President who fails to support the
aspirations of these influential minorities
would run the risk of losing their critical
votes in the key States such as New York,
Pennsylvania, California, Illinois, Ohio, Mich-
igan, ete. This has been a cardinal politi-
cal principle for minority group leaders in
recent years, yet nowhere are its premises
conclusively supported by the facts. While
it is true that the electoral college votes of
New York and the other pivotal States may
be won or lost by a handful of popular votes,
it -is highly problematical that minority
group leaders could deliver their supporters
in substantial numbers from one party to
the other in the short run. Although long
run trends and changes are certainly occur-
ring in minority groups voting for President,
it does not seem likely that group leaders
could in the short run dramatically change
the Democratic preference of two-thirds to
four-fifths of the voting Negroes, Catholics,
Jews, Polish-Americans, Italian-.
etc. The majority preference within many
of these groups has been known to change
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nia, Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, ete., would
continue to be focal States for campaign
activity for reasons of sheer size of popula-
tion as well as the prospect of higher than
average voter participation characteristic of
these States. These States, however, would
have to share campaign attention with such
States as Arizona, Delaware, Idaho, Montana,
Neyada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Rhode
Island, Utah, and Wyoming.

The Humphrey plan—for that matter, any
change in the present electoral college sys=-
tem—would undoubtedly eause repercus-
sions in the politics of presidential nomina-
tions. For example, one obvious conse-
quence would be an improvement in the
nomination prospects of aspirants coming
from States other than the large, pivotal
ones. Secondly, since the main principles of
apportionment of votes in the national con-
ventions have traditionally followed the
principles inherent in the electoral college
system, it is possible that a change in the
method of presidential election would be
followed by a change in the apportionment
of nominating strength.

The new Humphrey plan for reform of the
electoral college system of electing the Pres-
ident adds a fourth to the existing three
types of proposals in this field. Senate Joint
Resolution 152, which embodies the Hum-
phrey proposal, has been offered as a com-
promise among the existing plans, on grounds
that it applies the reconcilable principles
underlying each of the others in a practical
manner. BSupporters of the Humphrey plan
also clalm that the new system would bring
the outdated method of choosing the Presi-
dent abreast of modern conditions of na-
tionwide two-party competition and na-
tional presidential electorates.

ADJUSTMENT OF LEGISLATIVE JU-
RISDICTION OVER CERTAIN
LAND—MOTION .TO RECONSIDER

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to enter a mo-
tion for the reconsideration of the vote

over the long run—Negroes moved from the
Republican to the Democratic Party during
the New Deal years, Jews were heavily Repub-
lican in the earlier part of the century, Cath-
olics seem to be shifting from the Democra-
tic Party during the past 2 or 38 presidential
elections, etc.—but not overwhelmingly in
the short run. For sources of these obser-
vations see Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin,
and Warren E. Miller, The Voter Decides
(Evanston: Clawes, 1054); Bernard R. Berel-
son, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, William N. McPhee,
Voting (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
19564); V. O. Key, Jr., Politics, Parties, and
Pressure Groups (3d ed,, New York: Crowell,
1962); Lawrence Fuchs, American Jews and
the Presidential Vote, American Political
Sclence Review XLIX (June 1955), 385-401.
Under the proposed Humphrey system, or-
ganized minorities would have to develop na-
tionwide in place of local manifestations of
strength. This would probably be consistent
with existing trends away from a parochial
minority group policitics as successive gener~
atlons of descendants of immigrants be-
come integrated into the American com-
munity, as some minorities depart from
ghettoes to suburbia, and as the South be-
comes less solid and more like the rest of
the Nation in its political patterns. In the
very nature of the pluralism of American
politics, organized minorities may be ex-
pected to exert substantial influence under
any system of presidential election. To
equate the survival of minority group in-
fluence with the preservation of a dublous
strategic advantage under the present elec-
toral college system is to place that in=-
fluence upon very tenuous grounds indeed.
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by which the Senate passed Senate bill
1538, to provide for the adjustment of
the legislative jurisdiction exercised by
the United States over land in the sey-
eral States used for Federal purposes,
This bill was Calendar No. 1301.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.
Without objeetion, the motion to recon-
sider will be entered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the House
of Representatives be requested to re-
turn Senate bill 1538 to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

REGULATION OF COMMERCE IN
MEAT AND MEAT PRODUCTS

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
today the Senate entered into an
unanimous-consent agreement whereby
the so-called packers and stockyard
bill—which is Calendar No. 706, Senate
bill 1356, a bill to amend the antitrust
laws by vesting in the Federal Trade
Commission jurisdiction to prevent
monopolistic acts by certain persons en-
gaged in commerce in meat and meat
products, and for other purposes, which
was reported to the Senate from the
Committee on the Judiciary—was re-
ferred to the Judiciary Committee and
the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, with instruetions to report it
back to the Senate Calendar not later
than April 21, with their recommenda-
tions.

At the time when that agreement was
entered into I announced, as the Sena-
tor in charge of the bill, that I was will-
ing to agree to that method of handling
the matter, not because I had any fears
about the willingness of the Senate to
pass the bill, but because I felt that it
was only fair that the Members of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
have an opportunity to study the rea=
sons why the bill is a “must” if we
believe in economic freedom and the
preservation of what we call free enter-
prise.

CONCERNED WITH PROBLEM SINCE 1918

Mr. President, it has been my good
fortune to have been associated with
this problem from the time when I first
came to the Senate as the secretary of
Senator John B. Kendrick, of Wyoming.
Senator Kendrick, when governor of
Wyoming, was elected to the United
States Senate in 1916. He invited me to
come to Washington as his secretary.
I did so. After coming to Washington,
I attended the night sessions of George-
town University Law School, from which
I was graduated in 3 years. Then I
resigned as secretary, to enter the prac-
tice of law. In 1922, I managed Senator
Kendrick’'s campaign for reelection to
the Senate.

During those experiences—first, as his
secretary; then as a lawyer watching the
proceedings in the Senate and those in
the State of Wyoming; and, later, as
manager of Senator Kendrick’s political
campaigns—I came to understand his
feelings toward the meat industry.

Senator Kendrick was one of the larg=
est cattlemen in the West. At one time
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he was president of the American Na-
tional Livestock Association. When he
came to Washington, he was determined
to play his part, insofar as he could,
in breaking what he considered to be
the monopolistic hold which the 5 big
meat packers had at that time on the
meat industry.

The President of the United States had
instructed the Federal Trade Commis-
sion to make an investigation of the
conditions which existed at that time.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The distinguished
Senator from Wyoming is making a con-
tribution to the subject matter of the
proposed amendment of the Stockyards
Act, and I believe it merits the attention
of more Senators. Therefore, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Wyoming may yield to me, in order
that I may suggest the absence of a
quorum, but without causing the Senaftor
from Wyoming to lose his right to the
floor.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. With that under-
standing, Mr. President, I yield for that

purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr, HOLLAND. Then, Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded. I am
advised that many of the committees of
the Senate are in session this afternoon
on important hearings, and I do not wish
to disturb those hearings by calling for a
live quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FIC MADE INVESTIGATION OF PACKERS 40 YEARS
AGO

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, be-
fore the quorum call I vas referring to
the fact that the then President of the
United States, Woodrow Wilson, had re-
quested the Federal Trade Commission
to make an investigation of the monopo-
listic practices of the packers. One of
the outstanding lawyers of the period,
Mr. Francis J. Heney, of California, was
placed in charge of that investigation.
He was a remarkable man, a bulldog of a
lawyer, a man with a capacity to seek
and obtain evidence. He brought in such
a report for the Federal Trade Commis-
sion that the Department of Justice had
no difficulty in securing a consent decree
from the big packers.

THESE TRADE PRACTICES WERE REPORTED

I want the Recorp of the Senate today
to show some of the practices which were
found by Mr. Heney to have been in-
dulged in by the packers. There were
five of them, including Armour, Swift,
Morris, and Sulzberger. He found, for
example, that the large companies had
continued, during the war years when
the Nation was fighting for the life of
freedom, to engage in a livestock pool
under which the purchases of livestock
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sent to market were made according to
definite percentages agreed upon for
for long periods. That is No. 1.

No. 2, it found evidence of a combina-
tion between Armour, Swift, Morris, and
Sulzberger with British and South
American companies to regulate and di-
vide beef and mutton importations from
Argentina and Uruguay into the United
States and from South America into
European ports. :

They were not content to restrain
themselves to monopolistic practices af-
fecting the growers and consumers in
the United States, but they sought to
control and regulate commerce of for-
eign nations as well.

No. 3. The Commission found evidence
of an agreement whereby the companies
limited the amount of dressed meat
which packers would have for sale in
proportion approximately to the percent-
age of live animals upon the ground.

No. 4. It found proof of hoarding of
cheese during the war by a combination
of packers which, through their control
of large cheese firms, controlled the
cheese market.

No. 5. In addition, the Federal Trade
Commission found that the large meat-
packing companies exercised great mar-
ket power over many food items which
were not related to meat. These com-
panies were distributing, through their
organizations, such varied items as vege-
tables, fish, fruits, condiments, rice,
cereals, and many others.

Finally, it was found that the large
meatpacking companies had gained con-
trol of some 50 stockyards in the United
States, which themselves controlled
ahout 69 percent of the business. The
4 largest yards received more than 53
percent of the cattle, 43 percent of the
hogs, and 53 percent of the sheep.

The Big Five, it was shown, either
jointly or separately, had an interest in
28 of the 50 yards, controlled the ma-
jority of the voting stock in 22 of them,
and were jointly interested in 15 of
them. Approximately 84 percent of the
animals marketed passed through the
yards controlled by the big five at such
points as Chicago, Kansas City, St.
Louis, and Omaha, which had great and
decisive influence on other markets
which were controlled by the large com-
panies.

DEFENDANTS WERE GLAD TO ACCEPT CONSENT
DECREE

The facts were such, as I have already
pointed out, that the Department of
Justice, having brought an antitrust
suit, had no difficulty in persuading the
defendants to accept a consent decree.
The Department took the consent decree
because it was easier to obtain a decree
in that manner than to fight the giant
combine through all the levels of the
courts of the land. On the theory that a
half a loaf was better than no bread,
the consent decree was accepted, But it
took years to draw the final order, which
wl;s intended to break down the monop-
oly.

PACKERS DICTATED PRICES AT PRODUCER AND
RETAIL LEVELS

The 5 big packers, as is proven by the
figures I have recited, which figures can
be verified by the record, were in a
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position that enabled them to tell the
grower of livestock—to tell the farmer
who raised hogs, to tell the rancher who
raised cattle, to tell the farmer and
rancher who raised sheep—the prices
they would have to take for their ani-
mals. At the same time, because they
were in control of the distributing facil-
ities, they were able to tell the housewife,
the hotel keeper, and every consumer the
prices which had to be paid for the finish-
ed product. They were able to control
prices of nonfood items, such as tennis
rackets and other commodities which
were made from those parts of the live
animal which were not usable for food.

The consent decree was not sufficient.

EENDRICK INTRODUCED BILL TO STOP
MONOPOLISTIC FPRACTICES

My former chief and great friend,
John B. Kendrick, one of the most re-
spected men who ever sat in the Senate
Chamber, made up his mind that he
would make every effort to seek by leg-
islation to close the door firmly and
finally upon these monopolistic prac-
tices, so he introduced what became
known as the Kendrick-Kenyon bill.

It perhaps is worth mentioning that
just as the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Warkins] and I are joint sponsors of
the bill under consideration, one of us
a Democrat and the other a Republican,
so also were Senator Kendrick and Sen-
ator Kenyon of opposite political faiths.
Senator Kendrick was a Demoecrat, and
Senator William S. Kenyon cf Iowa was
one of the great men the State of Iowa
sent to the Senate in years past, They
were both convinced that if the freedom
of opportunity and competition was to
be maintained in the United States the
Federal Trade Commission, which had
done such a superlative job in bringing
the packers to give consent to an anti-
trust decree, should be given the power
to enforce the antitrust laws.

FIC LOGICAL AGENCY TO ENFORCE ANTI-

MONOFPOLY LAW

What could be more logical? What
could be more simple than that the act
passed by Congress in 1914 to prohibit
monopolistic practices and unfair trade
practices in commerce should be en-
forced by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, and not by the Department of
Agriculture?

REPRESENTATIVE TOM SCHALL CRIED “MURDER"

I desire to read into the Recorp today
an eloguent statement by blind Tom
Schall, who was at that time a Member
of the House of Representatives from the
State of Minnesota. He afterwards was
elected to the Senate.

Many a day I have heard Senator
Schall stand to speak from his side of
the aisle, in the second row from the
front, speaking, of course, without as-
sistance. He had no aide or clerk to sug-
gest to him what to say. He had no
document from which he could read.
But with a perfectly clear mind, in elo=-
quent language, he would tell the story
which his studies had revealed about
whatever subject he was discussing. He
was admired and loved by his associates
both in the Senate and in the House.

The speech to which I refer was de-
livered on August 9, 1921, I shall read
from page 4784 of volume 61, part 5 of
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the ConcressioNaL Recorp for the 67th
Congress, 1st session:

Mr. ScuaLn. Mr. Speaker, the stage is set.
The scene is laid. The curtain has risen.
The first act is about to come off. Many of
the Congressmen are home. What is to be
done? A little job of murder. Who is to be
killed? The Federal Trade Commission.
Why? Because they have done their duty
honestly and faithfully. Sentence has been
passed. It has been O. K.'d by the Senate,
and it is back here to be O, K.'d by the
House. No chance to amend it. Our only
hope is in the future. In order to be sure
that the bill passed it is plastered around
with regulations that should go into effect,
that should have gone into effect long ago,
but that would never have been brought to
light had it not been for the courage and
industry and integrity of the investigations
of this very Federal Trade Commission which
certain clauses of this bill now seek to
quietly assassinate. Every good provision in
the bill has been inspired by the work of the
Federal Trade Commission, yet buried deep
in this law is the death sentence of that
commission, the only legal machinery which
has been constructed that has proven itself
equipped to meet the industrial problems of
today in the interest of the publie.

This 1s the first act of a long and ill-con-
ceived tragedy. Next will come the clause in
the futures trading bill which will attempt
to take from the Federal Trade Commission
their jurisdiction over the grain trade.
Then the clause in the misbranding bill tak-
ing their power away over misbranding.

PACKER LOBEYISTS COMMITTED THE MURDER

And so he continued. The first act in
the great fragedy of destroying the
jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Com-
mission was about to take place. It did
take place, exactly as he predicted. The
clauses which gave the Federal Trade
Commission the authority to enforce its
own act were eliminated from the bill
by special amendments that were written
in the handwriting of one of the lobbyists
for the packers. They were amend-
ments which transferred the enforce-
ment of the antitrust Federal Trade
Commission Act from the Federal Trade
Commission to the Department of Agri-
culture, upon the alleged argument that
it was an agricultural problem. It was
not an agricultural problem; it was a
problem of trade and commerce in the
purchase and sale of material.

As I have already pointed out in my
previous address upon this subject, the
packers represented themselves as being
the friends of the stockmen and of the
consumer. So, because of the argument
that they were friends who would serve
the best interests of the producer and
the consumer, the Federal Trade Com-
mission was murdered, as blind Tom
Schall said it would be, so far as this
act was concerned. The Federal Trade
Commission lost ifs jurisdiction.

ADMISSION THAT AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT
FAILED TO ENFORCE LAW

In the hearings over which I presided
last year as Acting Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Mo-
nopoly of the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee, Assistant Secretary Earl Butz, of
the Department of Agriculture, testi-
fled, in response to an inquiry by my
colleague, the Senator from Utah (Mr,
Warkins), that for 26 years the Depart-
ment of Agriculture had inadequately
er.forced the antitrust law.
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‘We listened with applause to the rec-
ommendations of the Hoover Commis-
sion for the elimination of overlapping
jurisdictions. The Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpl, a great advocate of
economy, has come on this floor time
and time again to point out how money
is wasted by the Federal Government
through the duplication of efforts. Here
we have a Federal Trade Commission
staff knowledgeable in the enforcement
of the antitrust laws, and a Department
of Agriculture which is not so staffed.
Is it any wor.der that the Assistant Sec-
retary of Agriculture had to confess,
under interrogation, that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture was not adequately
enforcing the law?

CONSENT DECREE OF 1920

I referred to the action of the Depart-
ment of Justice. I think it proper that
there should be placed in the ReEcorp at
this point a description of the consent
decree.

After a long series of negotiations with
representatives of the five largest pack-
ing companies, this prearranged setfle-
ment took place. On February 27, 1920,
a petition alleging an unlawful combina-
tion was filed in the District of Columbia
courts, and simultaneously a consent
decree, already signed, was entered in
the court’'s records. These companies,
which were Swift, Armour, Morris, Wil-
son, and Cudahy, were restrained by this
consent decree of 1920 from the fol-
lowing acts:

First. Doing any act amounting to a
combination in restraint of trade;

Second. Engaging in any unlawful
trade practice;

Third. Engaging in the public storage
warehouse business;

Fourth. Engaging in the public stock=-
yards business;

Fifth. Engaging in any line of retail
business, both in the meat line and every
other line: and

Sixth. Engaging in the so-called unre-
lated lines of food, which were defined
and enumerated, particularly in all the
lines of wholesale groceries.

PRESENT ATTEMPT TO CHANGE DECREE TERMS

Three of these major packing com-
panies recently initiated an attempt to
have the terms of this 1920 consent de-
cree changed, particularly to allow them
to handle unrelated lines of groceries.

That petition to revise the consent
decree of 1920 was filed here in the dis-
trict court, and the packers who were
asking to be relieved from the decree pro-
hibiting them from engaging in certain
antitrust practices sought to have the
action transferred to the Federal courts
in Chicago. Such an order was entered.
The matter is still pending there.

The Department of Justice has mnot
agreed to the modification of the consent
decree, and I know of no rumors or re-
ports to the effect that any consent is now
being considered. But I have no hesita-
tion in suggesting that if the Congress
of the United States should now say that
we may have special legislation for the
benefit of the packing industry so that
it may be relieved from the jurisdiction
of the Federal Trade Commission, it will
not be long before other segments of in-

5123

dustry will find a way to escape the pro-

hibitions of the Federal Trade Commis-

sion Act.

MONOPOLY ESTABLISHES PRIVATE REGULATION OF
COMMERCE

Mr. President, this is a serious matter.
The issue in the world today, which is
about to be decided by the result of the
cold economic war, is the issue as to
whether we are to have totalitarianism
in politics and business, or whether we
are to have free government in politics
and business,

When a small group of corporations
becomes so powerful that it can take
control of any line of business and bring
under control other unrelated lines, it
is inevitably closing the door of oppor-
tunity to many others.

Mergers, combinations in restraint of
trade, and concentrations of economic
power—all are the familiar aspects of
monopoly; and monopoly is the estab-
lishment of private regulation of com-
merce.

RIGHT TO REGULATE COMMERCE IS VESTED IN
CONGRESS

When the great men who wrote the
Constitution of the United States sat at
the Constitutional Conventior they had
no idea of turning control of commerce
over to monopoly. Quite the contrary.
They wrote into the Constitution, in
article I, section 8, the careful provision
that the Congress should have the right
to regulate commerce among the States,
with foreign nations, and with the In-
dian tribes. There is the power and the
duty of Congress. There is no other
power in America which has the right
to regulate business.

GOVERNMENT HAS NO POWER TO CONTROL

BUSINESS

There is no power, not even within the
Government itself, to control business.
I have seen Members of the Senate and
Members of the House on numerous
occasions in the past—men who pro-
claim themselves as opponents of soeial-
ism—introduce bills, the effect of which
was to put the Government itself in
business and to give the Government
power to control.

The theory of our Government is that
it is made for the people—all of the
people—and every great President whom
we have ever had, and every great leader
from Washington down through Jeffer-
son and Daniel Webster and Abraham
Lincoln, has not hesitated to say that
ours is a Government of living persons
who constitute America.

CORPORATIONS ARE CREATIONS OF GOVERNMENT

Mr. President, a few days ago there
came to my hands a little pamphlet, con-
taining an article written by Mr. Robert
C. Tyson, chairman of the finance com=-
mittee of the United States Steel Corp.
I do not think Mr. Tyson ever expected
me to quote anything that he said.
However, he wrote a paragraph which I
think is well worthy of quotation. He
wrote a special sentence which every
newspaper in America and every radio
and television channel in America and
every member of the Government in
America should remember and should
repeat. The United States Steel Corp.,
like the National Steel Corp., when it




5124

appeared before the Antitrust and Mo=-
nopoly Subcommittee, of which the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL] is a
distinguished member, refused every
suggestion made by any member of the
subcommittee that the price of steel be
reduced. They knew that steel was a
commodity needed in almost everything
that goes into the building of a great
America. They knew, when they re-
fused, that the Government was engaged
in the great program of building for de-
fense, using steel, but they were not in-
terested in the price the Government
had to pay.

As I pointed out earlier today, with the
interest on the national debt running at
$7,900,000,000, with the cost of rehabili-
tating and paying the pensions of the
veterans running at the rate of $5 billion
a year, and with the mutual security
appropriations running at the rate of
$43.9 billion, we are spending $58.7 bil-
lion for past wars and future wars and
economic crises. We are borrowing
money to give to the steel companies and
the automobile companies on the con-
tracts they are about to receive because
there is unemployment in the automo-
bile industry.

Against this background, Mr. Tyson, in
speaking about taxation and the terrible
plight of the big corporations, says:

Well, let's take a look at corporate taxation
and double taxation. Corporations are the
creations of government.

I ask Senators to listen to that sen-
tence:

Corporations are the creations of govern-
ment. They are the resourceful invention
of people to enable large numbers of them
cooperatively to pool their resources and
their labor and so accomplish mighty pro-
duction tasks beyond the power of any one
individual or small numbers of them. The
dividends paild by these corporations are less
than 4 percent of the Nation's income, yet
corporations provide nearly three-fourths of
all the nongovernmental wages and salaries
paid. The corporate economy is also the
biggest remaining segment of business life
that is still disciplined by vigorous competi-
tion.

I wonder through what kind of glasses
he was looking when he wrote the word
“competition.”

In the light of all this there must surely
be something wrong with a generalized atti-
tude of hostility toward corporations and
thelr profits as such.

I stop reading long enough to say that
I have no hostility toward corporations
or their earnings, but I do know that
corporations consist of a great segment
of our economy. They perform activities
which individuals would be incompetent
to perform in their own right or ability.
What I am emphasizing here is what
Mr. Tyson said, that corporations are
the creations of government. In other
words, a corporation cannot exist unless
some government gives it a charter,

STATES CREATE CORPORATIONS THEY CANNOT
REGULATE

Here is a situation that constitutes a
terrible anomaly in the United States,
which poses as the leader of the Free
World. The Constitution gave to Con-
gress the right—nay, the duty—to regu-
late commerce among the States and
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with foreign nations, and took that right
from the States. The Thirteen Original
Colonies, before the Union was formed,
could regulate corporate activities within
their boundaries and could regulate com=~
merce, but after the Nation was set up,
interstate and foreign commerce became
the sole jurisdiction of the National
Government while the States lost the
power to regulate commerce, they were
allowed to retain the power of creating
corporations, which are the instruments
of the interstate and foreign commerce
that the corporations carry on.

How absurd that the State of New
Jersey, the State of Delaware, the State
of Wyoming, and any other State any-
one may care to name should have the
power to authorize a group of individ-
uals to create a corporation which then,
without let or say from the Government
of the United States, which has the con-
stitutional power to go into foreign com-
merce, should have the right to go into
it as they please. They write their own
tickets. Any Member of the Senate who
is a lawyer, or as a Member has had an
opportunity to read charters issued by
some of the States which are patron-
ized by the big corporations knows full
well that the charters take no concern
whatsoever to protect the rights of the
individual. They take no concern what-
ever to protect individual rights, pro-
ducer rights, or consumer rights. They
are blank checks by which the promoters
of corporate organizations may do what-
ever they please. Here we have an illus-
tration of what is now going on.

CHAINSTORES POSE AS PACKERS

Last Friday I referred to the fact that
the amendments which were written in-
to the bill were intended to protect the
packers.

I must secure the document I had,
in which these various matters were re-
lated. Sufficient it will be, I am sure,
for me to summarize the facts. Into
the Packers and Stockyards Act were
written the amendments in which Rep-
resentative Schall, as he was then,
pointed out that the power of the Federal
Trade Commission to have jurisdiction
over its own act was eliminated. It was
written into the Packers and Stockyards
Act that that jurisdiction should not
apply to the packers.

Now what has happened? I have here
a letter dated March 19, 1958, from the
Office of the General Counsel of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, which was writ-
ten at my request. It reads:

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION,
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL,
Washington, March 19, 1958.
Hon. JoserH C. O'MAHONEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR O'MaHONEY: In response to
your request of March 18, 1958, the best
information we have indicates that National
Tea Co. is a packer subject to the Packers
and Stockyards Act. This is based upon a
list of packers issued by the Secretary of
Agriculture on June 17, 1857. The following
eight major chainstore organizations appear
on that list: American Stores Co.; First Na=
tional Stores; Food Fair Stores; Giant Food
Bhopping Center; the Great Atlantic & Pa-
cific Tea Co.; the Kroger Co.; National Tea
Co.; Safeway Stores, Inc.
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The approximate 1956 sales, areas of oper=
ation, and number of units of these organ-
izations (with the exception of Giant Food
Shopping Center) are indicated on an at-
tached list. This list indicates sales and
unit data of the 15 major food chains. As
you will note, the seven largest chain-store
organizations on this list are classified as
packers.

To this point the status of any of such
eight major chain organizations as a packer
has been fully litigated before the Commis-
sion in only one case. Food Fair Stores, Inc.
The decision in that case was, as you know,
that Food Fair, by reason of its ownership
of a packing establishment, qualified as a
packer and was not subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the Federal Trade Commission. In
another case, Glant Food Shopping Center,
the Commission has ruled that it has juris-
diction but this ruling is subject to appeal
to the courts.

Among other concerns listed as packers
on the Agriculture list of June 17 are the
following: Procter & Gamble, Heublein, Inc.,
Continental Baking Co., Beech-Nut Life
Savers, Campbell Soup Co., Carnation Co.,
Crosse & Blackwell, Durkee Famous Food,
H. J. Heinz Co., Libby-McNeil-Libby, The
Quaker Oats Co., Seabrook Farms Co., Hot
Shoppes, Howard Johnson's, Stouffer Cor-
poration, Birds Eye Division, General Foods
Corp., College Inn Food Products Co., Duffy-
Mott Co., Gerber Products Co., La Choy
Food Products, Division of Beatrice Foods,
Stokely-Van Camp.

Of the above, to this point only Procter
& Gamble and Crosse & Blackwell have been
made the subject of litigation as to packer
status. The Commission ruled that Crosse
& Blackwell is not a packer. On September
30, 1957, the Commission issued a complaint
against Procter & Gamble charging it with
violation of the Antimerger Act, SBection 7
of the Clayton Act, as amended, by reason
of its acquisition of the Clorox Chemical Co.
Subsequently, Procter & Gamble sought dis-
missal of the complaint on the basis that it
was a packer. The Commission’s hearing
examiner denied this motion. But Procter
& Gamble, though not appealing the hear-
ing examiner’s decision, specifically reserved
the right to argue this point subsequently
before the Commission.

In seven cases the Commission's Bureau
of Litigation has returned to the Bureau of
Investigation files containing a recommen-
dation for complaint, for further investiga-
tion to determine whether the Commission
has jurisdiction under the Packers and
SBtockyards Act. Several of these cases in-
volve some of the Nation's largest chain-
store organizations.

At the present time in the Bureau of In-
vestigation there are pending a total of 31
matters involving concerns which are listed
with the Secretary of Agriculture as meat-
packers. Because of the jurisdictional ques-
tions which have arisen and because the
facts developed in such cases do not dis-
close in detail the exact status of the pro-
posed respondents, supplemental investiga-
tion of these 31 matters has been or may
be undertaken for the purpose of securing
information on their packing status.

Our letters of June 28, 1956 and May 28,
1857, to you have summarized matters re-
ferred to the Secretary of Agriculture from
January 1, 19560 to May 3, 1957. Our cor-
respondence files indicate that three addi-
tional matters have been referred since May
8, 1957, and these are on the attached list.
There have been, however, an undetermined
number of additional instances in which the
Commirsion has advised complainants of
its lack of jurisdiction and has suggested
that the parties communicate with the De-
partment of Agriculture.

Sincerely,
EARL W. KINTNER,
General Counsel.
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COMPLATNTS ABOUT PACKERS REFEREED TO
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Accompanying the letter was a table
entitled, “Summary Information on
Complaints Involving the Practices of
Packers Which Were Referred to the De-
partment of Agriculture—May 6, 1957,

Summary information on complaints involving the practices of
lo the Department of Agriculture, May 6, 1957—
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to March 7, 1958." I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ackers which were referred
ar. 7, 1958

Corre-
nd-

Spo! Packer
ence No.

Date

Nauture of complaint and disposition

714
8047

Nov.
Dec.

Grand Duchess Steaks, Inc.

Great Atlantic & Pacific
Tea Co.

Stock Yard Inn.... ...

5, 1057
41,1957

9667 Feb, 21,1958

Allegation that hamburger is mishranded as “steak.”
Complaint transmitted to Department of Agriculture.
Allegation that ribg are removed from rib steaks and the
product passed off as T-bone steak. Complaint trans-

mitted to Department of Agriculture,

Allegation that advertisement offered mail-order steaks
postage pre; , and consignee was later billed for trans-
portation charges, Complaint transmitted to Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

DATA ON SALES OF CHAINS POSING AS PACKERS

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp a partial list
of the sales and unit data on the 15 major
food chains, mentioned by Mr. Kintner
in his letter.

The source of this information is
Moody's Industrials for 1957. There is,
of course, no question about the accuracy
of the report.

We find National Tea Co. listed as hav-
ing been registered voluntarily, by itself,

with the Department of Agriculture as a
packer. The meaning of this registra-
tion is that National Tea Co., which en-
gages in the sale of many commodities
besides meat products—and to what ex-
tent it engages in the sale of meat prod-
ucts, I am not prepared to say at this mo-
ment—is released from the prohibitions
against unfair and monopolistic trade
practices.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Sales and unit data (partially preliminary) on the 15 major food chains

Name 1956 sales Areas Units
A &P | $4, 304, 990, 650 | 40 States and Distriet of Columbia, 2 prov- 4, 650
inees of C: .
Baleway 1. 1, 980, 305, 295 | 24 States, District of Columbia, and Canada. 1,951
ST e ke SR e Pt d A e LR 55000 [0 Blabtes. . e i st 1, 476
Ameriean ! __ 654, 727, 474 | 7 States and District of Columbia. . 2 953
AationalPen 1. ek 617,685,555 | 12 8tat08. - Sl - 76l
First National 1__ S 491, 667, 008 | 7 States_ .. SRS S s 661
Food Fair 1. 2 475,197,534 |_____do___ e 238
Colonial 423,040,272 | 11 Btates 449
Winn-Dixie. 421, 327, 312 | @ States. e S AT e e 447
Jewel Tea 2. B34, 755,447 |1 Blabe . e e eeeee ]i:
ACF Wrigley. 138 B58, 408 14 Bbatenc s crer Sk o D e L S siiT 1!
374, 155,488 | 9 States, District of Columbia, and Canada. 354
241, 405, 440 | 1 State (New York) N
141,768, 102 | ... [ifide o =t A kil
134, 140,160 | 3 Btabes Cl i i
we] 12/235,110, 130 J-caoiaac
Total 1956 retail sales of food. ... SAR-000-000-000 | cocioar it e Lo ot il Lhdi ot

1 Indicates packers.
2 Routes 2,000 in 42 States and District of Columbia,
s MARGUS,

Bource: Moody's Industrials, 1957,

AMERICAN “PACKER" IS OWNED BY FOREIGN
CORPORATION

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
there is a little mistake about National
Tea Co. It is listed here as one of the
15 largest food chains. But National
Tea Co, is no longer an independent cor-
poration, National Tea Co. became the
property of George Weston, Lid., about
Thanksgiving 1955. There was a pay-
ment of, I think, some $25 million to
accomplish that sale. Barron’s Weekly,
for St. Patrick’s Day, this year, published
an article, which I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp, al-
though I shall read a part of it now.
The title is:

George Weston, Ltd. It has carved out a

vast empire in the food business.

I wish to make it clear, before I read
from the article, that what I am talking

about is the manner in which a foreign
corporation, created by a government
other than ours, can evade the antitrust
laws of the United States. George
Weston, Ltd., is not an American com-
pany.

Mr. President, there is not a family in
the United States which is not inter-
ested in the price of food. The depart-
ments of the Government tell us every
day and every month that the cost of
living is rising and that the price of
food is rising. It was so stated today in
the March issue of Economic Indicators.

George Weston, Ltd., is a vast empire
in the food business.

The article reads in part as follows:

When business lags, corporate horizons
narrow. In slack periods like the present,
most companies prefer to sit tight and walt
for a turn in the economy. Thus a grow-
ing number of expansion programs of late
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have been trimmed severely or shelved. Yet
in the past hard times have brought some
companies opportunities for vigorous
growth. Notable among these is George
Weston, Ltd., of Toronto. By buying up
impoverished firms in the early thirties, it
grew from a successful but small biscuit
baker into a major one. Moreover, in the
process it entered the United States market,
thus laying the foundation for today’s
mighty food empire, which spans the length
and breadth of North America.

Mr. President, when I read the fore-
going from Barron's Weekly, certainly
no one can charge me with indulging
in extravagant language of the left.
Instead, I am reading the language of
the right; I am reading the language
used by the conservative Wall Street
publication, Barron's Weekly, which re-
fers to George Weston, Ltd., as having
laid “the foundation for today’s mighty
food empire, which spans the length
and breadth of North America.”

I read further from the article:

BUSINESS SCOPE WIDENED

It was the momentum gathered during
the great depression, as much as anything,
that enabled Weston to cash in so hand-
somely on the postwar boom. In the decade
following the end of World War II, its
profits more than tripled. Furthermore, the
scope of the business was broadened greatly.
Through acquisition of controlling interests
in Loblaw Groceterias, a leading Canadian
grocery chain, and National Tea, an equally
fast-growing United States counterpart,
Weston carved out an impressive niche in
the burgeoning supermarket fleld. As a
result, Weston now occuples a unigue posi-
tion in the food industry. On the one hand,
it is an important manufacturer and dis-
tributor of biscuits, bread, cakes, :.nd other
food products; on the other, as retailer, it
controls a vast Canadian and United States
network of over 1,000 supermarkets.

Mr, President, I shall not take more
of the time of the Senate this afternocon
to read from the article. Instead, I ask
unanimous consent that the full text of
the article, together with the accom-
panying table, as they appear on pages
15 to 18 of Barron's Weekly of March 17,
1958, be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD, as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

GeorcE WEsTON, L1p.: IT Has CARVED OUT A
VasT EMPIRE IN THE Foop BUSINESS

When business lags, corporate horizons
narrow. In slack periods like the present,
most companies prefer to sit tight and wait
for a turn in the economy. Thus a growing
number of expansion programs of late have
been trimmed severely or shelved. Yet in
the past hard times have brought some com-
panies opportunities for wvigorous growth,
Notable among these is George Weston, Ltd.,
of Toronto. By buying up Impoverished
firms in the early thirties, it grew from a
successful but small biscuit baker into a
major one. Moreover, in the process it en-
tered the United States market, thus laying
the foundation for today’s mighty food em-
pire, which spans the length and breadth of
North America.

BUSINESS SCOPE WIDENED

It was the momentum gathered during the
great depression, as much as anything, that
enabled Weston to cash in so handsomely
on the postwar boom. In the decade follow-
ing the end of World War II, its profits more
than tripled. Furthermore, the scope of the
business was broadened greatly. Through
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acquisition of controlling interests in Loblaw
Groceterias, a leading Canadian grocery
chain, and National Tea, an equally fast-
growing United States counterpart, Weston
carved out an impressive niche in the bur-
geoning supermarket field. As a result,
Weston now occupies a unique position in
the food industry. On the one hand, it is
an important manufacturer and distributor
of biscuits, bread, cakes, and other food
products; on the other, as retailer, it con=-
trols a vast Canadian and United States net-
work of over 1,000 supermarkets.

The instrument through which it exercises
control over its food chain Goliaths is a 51~
percent-owned holding company, Loblaw Cos.
The latter holds 97 percent of the common
and second preferred shares of Loblaw Gro-
ceterias, which operates 188 stores in On-
tario. In turn, Loblaw Groceterias holds 556
percent of the stock of Loblaw’s, Inc. The
latter chain numbers 121 units in New York
State, 37 in Pennsylvania, 22 in Ohio, and 1
in West Virginia. Loblaw Groceterias also
owns about 30 percent of the common of Na-
tional Tea, which has 883 outlets, concen-
trated principally in the Midwest. Recently,
George C. Metcalf, the empire’s chief execu-
tive (president of Weston and Loblaw com-
panies and chairman of Loblaw Groceterias
and National Tea), confirmed that eventually
Loblaw's, Ine., and National Tea would
be merged. The possibility also exists of an
ultimate further amalgam, including Loblaw
Groceterias.

Except to the extent of dividends recelved,
the interest in the Loblaw group is not con-
solidated in the parent company's balance
sheet. A truer measure of Weston’s earning
power is obtained by including the com-
pany's interest in the net of its nonconsoli-
dated subsidiaries, On such a pro forma
basis, Weston earned $3.10 per share in 1957,
a brisk 12.8 percent gain over 1956's $2.73.
In view of the continuing stress on expan-
sion—the 8 grocery chains under its control
will open a combined total of 200 supermar-
kets this year alone—and the resourceful
merchandising which characterizes every
segment of its widespread operations, further
progress appears likely in 1958.

On the manufacturing end, Weston turns
out a host of food products on both sides
of the border. In biscuits, it ranks first in
Canada and, through Weston Biscuit Co., a
wholly owned subsidiary, fourth in this
country. In the Dominion, in addition to
the parent company, which has biscuit fa-
cilities in Toronto, Longueuil (Montreal),
and Edmonton, and a confectionery plant at
Brantford, Ontario, the roster of operating
companies includes Marven's, Ltd.,, which
produces biscuits and potato chips for the
Maritimes and Quebec markets; MecCor-
mick’s, in London, Ontario, which turns out
biscuits, candy, ice cream cones, and sipping
straws; Paulin-Chambers, which makes bis-
cuits and candy in Winnipeg; and the In-
dependent Biscuit Co. of Calgary, Alberta.

Each member of this coast-to-coast Ca-
nadian biseuit and candy network operates
on a highly decentralized basis. In fact,
they compete with one another on the
shelves of Loblaw Groceterias. In addition,
each subsidiary handles its own purchases
of essential ingredients, and draws up and
directs its own advertising program. Sup-
plementing their activities is Weston Bakers,
Ltd., which operates cake and bread baker-
ies in most of the Dominion’'s leading cities.
Another subsidiary, Western Grocers, Ltd.,
runs a string of cold storage plants and
warehouses, from the Great Lakes to Van-
couver. Western Grocers also carries on a
large wholesale food and vegetable business
and a wholesale grocery operation in British
Columbia. It is affiliated closely with Red
and White Stores. Although independently
owned, Red and White's 1,000 outlets are
associated with Western Grocers under a
merchandising agreement.
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The Weston empire encompasses still more.
The William Neilson subsidiary in Toronto
manufactures and distributes cocoa, boxed
chocolates, candy bars, and ice cream. Doctor
Jackson Foods, Ltd., produces uncooked ce-
reals at facilities in Toronto and Longueuil.
Willard’s Chocolate Co. also is Toronto based.
Somerviile, Ltd., operates seven converting
plants specializing in offset lithography and
printing of folding cartons for packaging
food, candy, drugs, and tobacco products.
Besides providing most of the wrapping ma-
terials for the Weston subsidiaries, Somer-
ville is a large supplier to the automotive in-
dustry of cardboard-type panels for the in-
side of car and truck doors.

In all, the organization’s food sales run to
$2 billlon a year. The parent company does
not disclose the respective contributions to
earnings of the various segments of its opera-
tion. Nevertheless, it 1s belleved that, ex-
cluding dividends from Loblaw companies,
between 30 percent and 40 percent of profits
are derived from the United States subsid-
iary; 25 percent from Western Grocers, Ltd.,
and the balance from the remaining subsid-
iaries. Although Loblaw companies has en-
joyed sharply rising and substantial earn-
ings, its dividend payout in recent years has
been extremely small. Last year, for exam-
ple, out of earnings of $2.64, it distributed
only 40 cents. Thus, as noted, Weston's offi-
cial statement does not reveal its full stake
in the earnings of the Loblaw group.

A word might be pertinent here about Lob-
law Groceterias. It boasts the highest net
return per dollar of sales of any food chain
this side of the Iron Curtain, In part, such
impressive profit margins reflect its concen-
tration in the Province of Ontario. They
also can be attributed to a tightfisted con-
trol over costs, and consumer acceptance of
gquality merchandise at prices above those of
similar products offered by competitors. The
chain currently is branching out into west-
ern Canada, a move which should be facili-
tated by Western Grocers’ firmly entrenched
position in that area.

The latest available balance sheet of
George Weston showed a sound finaneial con-
dition. Current assets totaled $42.3 million.
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including some $6.6 milllon in cash, $12.6
million in receivables and almost $23 mil-
lion in inventories. Current liabilities aggre-
gated $19.4 milllon; net working ecapital
amounted to $22.9 million, and the current
ratio stood at a comfortable 2.2 to 1. Capi-
talization consists of $16.1 milllon of long-
term debt, including $6.4 million 43; per-
cent 15-year debentures, due 1968, and $9.7
million 43; percent 15-year debentures, due
1971; #$11.6 million 414 percent cumulative
preferred stock; $8 million 6 percent cumu-
lative preferred stock; 1,371,792 shares of
class A common and 1,371,792 shares of
class B common. The two classes of com-
mon are identical, except that the class A
shares (traded on the Toronto Exchange)
have a small prior dividend right, but no
vote. Warrants are outstanding to purchase
800,000 class A shares, at prices ranging from
$22.50 to 27 through October 15, 1966.

Through his ownership of the Weston B
shares, control of the huge food empire rests
in the hands of Willard Garfleld Weston, gon
of the company’s founder. It was Mr.
‘Weston, incidentally, who guided the concern
to its rapid growth in the thirties. Now
living in England, he no longer is active in
management of the Canadian company.

Weston's stockholders have received some
payment every year since 1930. Since the end
of World War II, the annual payout has in-
creased gradually from 15 cents in 1847 to
the current 50 cents. (Loblaw has an un-
b;ggen dividend skein stretching back to
1 )

Moreover, it would seem that Weston’s
4,600-odd shareholders can anticipate a
steadily larger payout as earnings increase.
Prospects for growing profits, this year and
over the longer term, appear promising. For
one thing, the company has demonstrated its
ability to prosper in bad times as well as
good. Further, its recent diversification
within the food business has strengthened
greatly both current and potential earning
power. Finally, it can be expected to benefit
particularly from such trends as an expand-
ing population and the continuing economic
development of the Dominion.

George Weston, Lid., and subsidiaries other than Loblaw Cos.,Ltd., and ils subsidiaries,
10-year financial dala i

Net Interest Net
operat- | Depre- on Taxes | proceeds | Earn- Divi-
Year end Dee. 31 ing ciation | funded on after ings ¢ dends 1 Range!
profit debt income |minority
interests
Millions | Millions | Millions | Millions | Millions
§13.87 $1. 10 $0.75 $3.28 . 49 $1.57 $0. 2714| $3614 to $1814,
11.99 4,00 .60 4. 20 3.03 .96 .25 | $37%4 to $14'4,
11. 84 3.88 0 3, 36 3. 36 .66 .25 | $1634 to $834,
11.85 3.60 « 50 3.7 3.18 .65 25 76 1o $07%,
11.39 2. 58 W1 4.75 3.25 .4 .25 | $6%4 to $5,
9.39 2.40 12 3. 36 2,68 .45 «2174| $034 to $5.
073 2.43 W14 3. 13 3,06 B +18%) 50 10§14,
823 L 87 .14 2. 68 2.62 .51 < 1835| §5 to 8376,
07 131 .18 2.26 2,40 A7 . 1678 $614 to $414,
6,88 i «15 27 2,50 .48 <156 | $576 to $474.

I} Per common share, Adjusted for 4-for-3 split in 1951

KEEPING FTC ON JOB IS RECESSION REMEDY

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President,
the question the Senate must answer in
connection with its consideration of this
measure is whether the executive
branch and the legislative branch are to
rush pellmell to appropriate billions of
dollars for plasters to be applied to the
recession, or whether they will go to the
heart of the disease and apply a remedy.
The remedy is clear: It is to keep the
Federal Trade Commission on the job
as the guardian of the public interest.

If the packers succeed now in having
the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade
Commission removed from the meat-

and a 4-for-1 split in 1955,

packing industry, they will also succeed
in having the jurisdiction of the Federal
Trade Commission removed from the
chainstore industry.

The records of the Department of
Justice and the records of the Federal
Trade Commission show that there have
been violations of the antitrust laws.
The hearings which this subcommittee
of the Judiciary Committee has held
show that from various quarters in-
numerable complaints have been re-
ceived about discriminatory pricing in
violation of the antitrust laws, and also
about false and misleading advertising,
tie-in sales, exclusive contracts, price
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fixing, and what are called stabilized-
pricing practices.

Oh, how nice it is to use a happy phrase
such as “stabilized pricing” for an anti-
trust practice, rather than to use the
phrase “price fixing.” But regardless
of whether the price is said to be “stabi-
lized” or “fixed,” the consumer is re-
quired to pay more, and the producer
receives less.

Numerous complaints have also been
received about exclusion of competitors,
allocation of markets and customers,
unlawful rebates and allowances, and
Imergers.

MONOPOLISTIC PRACTICES ARE CRUSHING
BEMALL BUSINESS

Mr. President, by means of mergers
and interlocking directorates—all of
which are practices about which com-
plaints have been received—small busi-
ness is being crushed. That is what we
are witnessing today.

Mr. President, is all this just a dream
of mine? Indeed not. When President
Eisenhower sent his economic message
to the Congress, one of the recommenda-
tions he made was that the limitation on
the life of the Small Business Adminis-
tration be repealed, so that small busi-
nesses might continue to come to the
Small Business Administration for loans
from the Treasury of the United States.
The Treasury borrows the money and
pays a steadily increasing rate of interest
because the Congress is unwilling to take
the acts which necessarily must be taken
in order to maintain free, independent
enterprise. If the Congress is going to
permit small business to wither on the
vine, then we may be sure that, as a
result, monopoly will take over. There
can be no doubt about that. When pri-
vate management controls the commerce
among the States and with foreign na-
tions, free government in the United
States of America will have ceased.

MANAGEMENT AND OWNERSHIP HAVE BEEN

SEPARATED

Mr. President, these are not figments
of the imagination. Mr. Cordiner, the
head of the General Electric Co., made
a speech before the Columbia University
School of Business, in 1955, I believe.
The speech should be read by every
Member of Congress and by every mem-
ber of every governmental department.
In the course of that speech, Mr, Cor-
diner said that modern big business had
witnessed a great change. He said that
the functions of ownership and manage-
ment had been divided, with the result
that one group owns and the other group
manages. He pointed out that thous-
ands and thousands of people own smail
groups of shares of stock—1 share, 5
shares, 10 shares, or 20 shares—and con-
tent themselves, so far as managemen? s
concerned, merely with signing the
proxies which they send to the annual
stockholders’ meetings, there to be voted
by the management, and then the man-
agement puts through its own plans by
which the managers are rewarded. They
are allowed options to buy stock in the
company at a particular rate. When
the market is “right,” they buy the stock;
and when the market is “right” again,
from their point of view, they sell the
stock. Thus they make capital gains,
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instead of income profits on which they
would be required to pay taxes.

Oh, we pay no attention to these
pretty devices by which management ac-
cumulates, and the poor find it impos-
sible to get out from under the canopy
of debt under which they live.

LEADS TO BIG BUSINESS, BIG UNIONS, BIG
GOVERNMENT

Big business, if it controls this Gov-
ernment for the rest of this year or for
2 years more, will make inevitable the
development of big government.

Twenty years ago, in discussing this
matter, I pointed out that the neglect by
Congress respecting the issuance by the
States, which have no power to regulate
interstate commerce of charters of the
corporations which carry on that com-
merce, was leading to the creation of big
labor unions, and to the creation of big
government., All of this has occurred
while Congress has been delegating away
its power.

BIG PACKERS FORCING OUT SMALL PACKERS

Now we are confronted once more with
the problem of the packers who, through
the American Meat Institute, travel up
and down the countryside seeking to
convince the small packers and the stock
growers that they are the custodians of
their welfare. Small packers are losing
out. The record shows mergers are tak-
ing place.

I have in my hand a memorandum on
the American Meat Institute which I
should like to make a part of this Rec-
OrRD. It is an association of meatpack-
ers, dominated by the giant packing
companies.

The American Meat Institute is an
association of meatpackers, dominated
by the giant packing companies, and
used as an instrument for the promotion
of the aims of those companies through
public relations campaigns and Federal
and State lobbying., While its member-
ship includes about 435 meatpackers,
processors, and wholesalers, the repre-
sentatives of the largest packers have
always served in important positions on
its board and in its committees. It is
financed by dues which are based on the
number of livestock each company
slaughters, and it is needless to point
out that the companies which make the
largest contributions are going to con-
trol the purse strings of the organiza-
tion and are going to dominate the pol-
icymaking decisions that are made.

When the American Meat Institute re-
ported to the committee on its opera-
tions in 1956, all of the top 10 com-
panies, except 1, and practically all
of the top 20, were on its board of
directors. Its 39 working committees,
which do much of the work and make
many decisions for the institute, were
almost all chaired by representatives of
Swift, Armour, Cudahy, Wilson, Morrell,
Hormel, Rath, and Oscar Mayer. Only
three committees were chaired by repre=
sentatives of companies other than these
companies which are in the top 10.
Nine committees were chaired by repre-
sentatives of Swift, 7 by Hormel, 5 by
Armour, 4 by Wilson, 3 each by Rath
and Mayer, 2 each by Morrell and Cud=-
ahy, and 1 each by 3 smaller companies.
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The important legal committee was
at the time of the report entirely staffed
by representatives of the top 10 packers.

I must repeat that. The legal commit-
tee was entirely staffed by members of
the management of the top 10 packers—
a fine group, indeed, Mr. President, to
whom to delegate away the power of Con-
gress to regulate commerce in the meat
industry.

Its chairman was Templeton Brown, a
private attorney who has represented
Swift and other packing companies for
many years.

The AMI has spent substantial sums
of money for advertising and public re-
lations during recent years, as follows:

311 R S S $2, 409, 879. 20"
RO T L e S e N e 669, 148, 91
G e R G GRSt e 886, 525. 86
IP08-D6. - iioiiiitasiiila 822, 1370. 10
R o 502, 393. 39

I would be interested in getting figures
for 1957 and the first 2 months of 1958.
Have no doubt about it, I shall get them.

The prineipal lobbyist for the AMI in
recent years has been Aled Davies, who is
identified by Wesley McCune in his book,
Who’s Behind Our Farm Policy (1956),
as one of the lobbyists who have been
influential in our farm policy. He named
Davies as having served as “consultant
to Secretary Benson” and “consultant
to the Commodity Credit Corporation”
during the Eisenhower administration.
Davies, he says, has been a personal
friend of Secretary Benson for “many
years.”

I might say Davies has been a friend
of mine. Friendship does not necessarily
mean influence, of course; but I know
very well that he is an influential and
able leader of the American Meat Insti-
tute, and that he has been represented
in person at many of the meetings of
the various conventions of stockmen
throughout the country.

The Department of Agriculture has
stated, in a letter dated January 15, 1958,
that Mr. Davies was in fact employed by
the Department during the fall of 1953,
given the title of expert, and asked to
perform advisory and consultative serv-
ice in connection with the Department’s
Erogram to promote the consumption of

eef.
NONMEAT ACTIVITIES OF BIG PACKERS

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in my
remarks a list of the nonmeat activities
of large packers.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows: :
NoNMEAT ACTIVITIES OF LARGER PACKERS (A

FEw oF THESE PrODUCTS MY BE DERIVA-

TIVES OF LIVESTOCK)

Swift: Poultry, butter, cheese, margarine,
ice cream, like products, eggs, soy beans and
peanut oils, cooking oil and other vegetable
compounds, sulfuric acid, adhesive, geletin,
glycerin, soap, industrial oils, fatty acids.

Armour: Poultry, butter, cheese, eggs, veg=
etable olls, salad olls, margarine, shortening,
soap, tollet articles, glue, glycerin, fatty
aclds, curled hair, sandpaper, ammonia eyl=
inder-filling operations, tanning of hides,
manufacture of leather products, chemicals
and pharmaceuticals, fertilizers (including
mining of components).

‘Wilson: Dairy and poultry products, phar-
maceuticals, industrial oils, gelatin, hair,
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commercial aclds, dog and cat food, edible
fats and olls, athletic goods, equipment and
wear.
' Qudahy: Vegetable olls, shortening, cook=
ing and salad oils, eggs, poultry, cheese,
cream and butter, margarine, ice cream,
mining of rock salt, operating of brine wells.

Morrell: Butter and creamery products,
dog and cat food.

MERGERS AMONG PACKERS

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
with respect to mergers, there appears in
the printed record, at pages 279 through
289, a tabulation entitled “A Summary
of Acquisitions by Packers From 1930 to
June 1955.” This tabulation covers the
mergers and acquisitions accomplished
over the years by the larger packers, in-
cluding the following: Swift, Armour,
Wilson, Cudahy, Hygrade, Oscar-Mayer,

Of the 10 packing companies listed,
the tabulation shows that a grand total
of 320 independent companies were ac-
quired, with businesses ranging from
packing and slaughtering plants and
dairy products to general business unre-
lated to the packing industry, as shown
at page 279 of the report.

Why, these mergers constitute vast
empires, just as Barron's Weekly de-
nominated George Weston, Ltd., a vast
food empire.

The protection of the right of the peo-
ple to produce living food or planted food
upon the land and sell it in a free mar-
ket is involved. That opportunity today
is being taken away from them by the
monopolistic growth of big business.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE HAS NOT
INVESTIGATED MERGERS

None of the witnesses interrogated
during the hearings had any information
concerning possible investigation by the
Department of Agriculture concerning
the effect on competition which such
mergers and acquisitions have had. Mr.
E. F\. Forbes, president and general man-
ager, Western States Meat Packers Asso-
ciation, Inc., testified as follows on this
point:

Although the Department of Agriculture
has the responsihmty to ln\reatlgata mergers
which tend to create monopoly powers, it
was brought out at the hearings before this
subcommittee last July that the Packers and
Stockyards Branch has never investigated a
single merger in the meatpacking industry.

That testimony is taken from page 100
of the report.

The record is clear that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has never under-
taken a formal proceeding for the pur-
pose of limiting or preventing the merg-
er trend. Yet the Congress, in enacting
the Packers and Stockyards Act, charged
the Department of Agriculture with the
principal responsibility with reference to
these types of practices in the meat-
packing industry.

Mr. Angus McDonald, assistant legis-
lative secretary of the Nafional Farmers
Union, was aware of this problem when
he appeared as a witness before the sub-
committee. Commencing at page 150 of
the printed record, there appears a care-
ful study of vertical mergers which have
oceurred in the industry. It is a most
interesting analysis and I commend it
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to Senators. At page 156, Mr. McDonald
states in part:

Studies of the Federal Trade Commission
indicate that every great wave of mergers,
of which there have been several since the
turn of the century, are accompanied by
skyrocketing profits. * * "* Attention s
called to the fact that during the same pe-
riod when wheat and dairy farmers and
livestock growers werc experiencing the most
drastic decline in profits since 1952, that
profits of these corporations, processors and
products were increasing by leaps and
bounds. Recent disastrous price declines
have wiped out thousands of farmers and
have endangered the solvency of hundreds
of thousands and perhaps millions.

FARM PROBLEM UNSOLVED

Oh, Mr. President, we talk about the
farm problem and the fact that it has
not been solved. It has not been solved.
It has not been solved during this admin-
istration or during preceding adminis-
trations.

I remember when President Coolidge
and President Hoover vetoed farm-relief
bills passed by Republican Congresses
because the power of these concentrated
mergers was so great that the groups
were able to overcome the minds of
Congressmen.

The time has come when Congress
should do something to solve the farm
problem and set the individual farmer
free from the totalitarian economic dic-
tution under which he now suffers. We
should free the Government from the
necessity of levying taxes upon the peo-
ple to raise billions of dollars to pay
farm benefits, subsidies, Soil Bank pay-
ments and the like, which do no good.

INDIVIDUAL CITIZEN MORE IMPORTANT THAN

CORPORATION

The time has come when we should
return to sound American principles of
freedom, political and economic freedom.
I am confident that before we finish
with the bill under consideration in the
present session of Congress we shall
have acquainted all the country, from
coast to coast, with the fact that the in-
dividual comes first, that the individual
citizen is more important than the arti-
ficial corporation, and that Congress it-
self must prescribe the manner in which
regulation shall take place.

Such prescription has already been
made. It is the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

PACKERS SUBJECT TO PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ACT

With these words, Mr. President, I
conclude; but first I wish to have printed
in the REecorp at this point a document
from the United States Department of
Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing
Service, Livestock Division, June 17,
1957, giving a list of packers subject to
the provisions of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act, 1921, as amended. The list
gives all who have been listed as subject
to the act. I have arranged to have
marked all the companies which are ob-
viously not packers but are, instead, food
operators, giant chains, organizations
which desire to escape the regulation of
unfair trade and monopolistic practices
set forth in the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act.

I ask unanimous consent that the list
be printed at this point in the REcoro.

March 24

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

List oF PACKERS SUBJECT TO PROVISIONS OF
THE PACKERS AND STOCEYARDS AcT, 1021, As
AMENDED

A A Hotel & Restaurant Supply Co., Inc.,
2026 Gravols Avenue, St. Louis, Mo.

A. B. C. Packing Co., 1709 Fifth Street,
Wichita Falls, Tex.

Aberdeen Packing Plant, Box 235, Aber-
deen, N. C.

Ace Packing House,
Detroit, Mich.

Acme Meat Co., Inc., 4366 Alcoa Avenue,
Los Angeles, Calif.

Ralph & Paul Adams, Bridgeville, Del.

5. Adams Packing Co., 4900 Emerson
Btreet, Denver, Colo.

Addonizio Bros., 156 Salem Street, Boston,
Mass.

The J. C. Adler Co., Inc.,, West Jefferson
and Bluff, Joliet, Ill.

Akins & Fincannon Packing Co., Box 2186,
Sand Springs, Okla.

The Akron Standard Market Co.,
Wooster Avenue, Akron, Ohio.

Agar Packing & Provision Corp., 4057 South
Union Street, Chicago, Ill.

Airways Supply Co., Box 117, Kenner, La,

Ajax Meat Packing Co., 3320 East Vernon,
Los Angeles, Calif.

Albert Packing Co., Inc., Chartiers Street,
Washington, Pa.

Emil Alinikoff, 92 South Pennsylvania
Avenue, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 7

James Allan & Sons, Evans Avenue and
Third Street, Ban Francisco, Calif.

Allen Brothers, Inc., 3737-39 South Hal-
sted Street, Chicago, Ill.

Allendale Beef Co., R. D. No. 3, Hudson-
ville, Mich.

AllFresh Food Products, Inc., 2156 Green
Bay Road, Evanston, Ill.

J. H. Alllson & Co., Middle Street, Chat-
tanooga, Tenn.

Almeida & Cabral, Ine., 156 Fifth Street,
Cambridge, Mass.

Alpha Beta Packing Co., 17311
Avenue, Huntington Beach, Calif.

Alpine Meat Pack, Inc., 1100 West 6894
South, North Salt Lake, Utah,

Alpine Packing Co., Route 2, Box 411,
Stockton, Calif,
o ?llrt.a. Meat Co., Post Office Box 428, Dinuba,

allf.
3 li.ouis Altberger, 5600 York Street, Denver,

olo.

Amarillo Packing .Co., 1809 Northeast
Third Avenue, Amarillo, Tex.

Samuel Amdorsky, 150 Joseph Avenue,
Rochester, N. Y.

Amend Packing Co., 410 Southeast 18th
Street, Des Moines, Iowa.

American Home Foods, 40 Hanover Ave-
nue, Morris Plains, N. J.

American Packing Co., 3858 Garfield Ave-
nue, St. Louls, Mo.

American Kosher Products, Inec., 1188-
1190 Blue Hill Avenue, Dorchester, Mass;

American Stores Co,, 124 North 15th
Street, Philadelphla, Pa.

Anderson Abattoir, Box 626, Anderson, S. C.

Anderson & Tarlow, Inc., 486 Austin Place,
Bronx, N. Y.

J. 8. Anderson Packing Co., Inc., 510 West
Hackley Avenue, Muskegon, Mich.

Fred L. Andrews Estate, R. D, No. 2, Box
403, Nazareth, Pa.

Anker Meat Co., Post Office Box 873, Mo-
desto, Calif.

Apache Packing Co., 1500 Tampico Street,
San Antonlo, Tex.

Apex Packing Co., 916-918 West Fulton
Street, Chicago, Il1,

Arbogast & Bastian, Inc., 1-81 Hamilton
Btreet, Allentown, Pa.

Arcadla Packing House, 727 Blue Island
Avenue, Chicago, 111,

20137 Dengquire,
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E. J. Archie & Sons, Inc., 626-630 Howard
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Armour & Co., Union Stock Yards, Chicago,
.
Gilbert P. Arnold & Sons, Oak Tree Road,
Iselin, N. J.

Arnurius, Dunn & Co., 236-242 Pleasant
Street, Hartford, Conn,

Wm. Aronson, 211 Maple Street, Glens
Falls, N. Y.

Arrow Meat Co., Cornelius, Oreg.

The Arvada Packing Co., Arvada, Colo.

Assoclated Meat Packers, Inc., 8349 North
Vancouver Avenue, Portland, Oreg.

Astor Abattoir, Inc., 824 Astor BStreet,
Newark, N. J. :

Atacosa Packing Co., Pleasanton, Tex.

Atlas Packing Co., 15156 East Seventh
Street, Tulsa, Okla.

Atlas Packing Co., Inc., 3501 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Auburn Packing Co., Inc., Box 519, Au-
burn, Wash.

Ed Auge Packing Co., 1306 South Brazos
Street, San Antonio, Tex.

Auth Sausage Co., Inc., 1260 Fifth Street
NE., Washington, D. C.

Autin Packing Co., Inc., Corner School and
Canal Streets, Houma, La.

Avera Provision Co., Olive Road, Augusta,
Ga.

Avon Packing Co., Route No. 2, Mount Ver-
non, Wash.

B & M Packing Co., West of City, Burley,
Idaho.

B & W Packing Co., 205 Second Street, East,
Lemmon, 8. Dak.

L. H. Babb, Ivor, Va.

Bacino-Pizza Food Products Corp.,
Ingraham Avenue, Calumet City, Iil.

Bacon Crisp Co., 24434 West Warren Ave-
nue, Dearborn, Mich.

Baconette Products, 1925 Glendale Boule-
vard, Los Angeles, Calif.

Balentine Packing Co., Inc., Box 1590,
Greenville, 5. C.

John Ballek, RFD 1, Riegelsville, Pa.

Baltz Bros. Packing Co., Elm Hill Road,
Nashville, Tenn.

Charles Banfield Co., 1443 North Cincinnati,

546

Tulsa, Okla,

Banfield Frozen Food Co., 30 Lewis, Tulsa,
Okla.

Barnes Provision, Ine., Road 1, Alliance,
Ohio.

Harry Barr & Son, 56 L. W. 12th Street,
New York, N. Y.

Bartels Packing Co., Cottage Grove, Oreg.

G. Bartusch Packing Co., 567 North Cleve-
land Avenue, St. Paul, Minn,

Basin Packing Co., Post Office Box 78,
Durango, Colo.

Kayserl Basterma Co., 4 Vassar Road,
Poughkeepsle, N. Y.

Jacob Bauer's Sons, Ine., 2870 Massachu-
setts Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Max Bauer Meat Packer, 330 West 23d
Street, Post Office Box 704, Hialeah, Fla.

D. 8. Baum, Route 3, Elizabethtown, Pa.

Baum Packing Co., 4124 West Natural
Bridge, St. Louis, Mo,

H. P. Beale & Sons, Courtland, Va.

J. W. Beardsley's Sons, 696-702 Freling-
huysen Avenue, Newark, N. J.

Beasley Packing Co., Inc., of Florida, Post
Office Box 1601, Pensacola, Fla.

Beasley Packing Co., Inc., Box 246, Hatties-
burg, Miss.

Beaver Valley Packing Co,,
Street, New Brighton, Pa.

Beaver's Meats, Route 3, London Road,
Delaware, Ohlo.

Beavers Packing Co., Newman, Ga.

Bechtols, Orrville, Ohio.

Beck Provision Co., 82 Abbott Road, Buf-
falo, N. Y.

L. Beck & Sons, 3829 Morgan Street, Chi-
cago, I1.

Beck Bros, 361 Tilghman Street, Allen-
town, Pa.

1215 Fifth
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Becwar Packing Co. North 601 Freya
Street, Spokane, Wash.

Beech-Nut Life Savers, Inc., Canajoharie,
N
Edward F, Beicke, 1195 Willlam Street, Buf-
falo,N. ¥. j

Beinecke, Inc., 821-825 Washington Street,
New York, N. Y.

Belvedere, Inc., 5580 Utica Road, Fraser,
Mich.

Berchem’s Meat Co., Post Office Box 102,
Niles, Calif.

David Berg & Co., 163-167 South Water
Market, Chicago, I1l.

William Bergin, 3800 South Halsted Street,
Chicago, Ill.

Frances E. Bergman, 3620 Linden Avenue,
Dayton, Ohio.

Bergman Packing Co., Griggsville, Ill.

Edward G. Berlett & Sons, Inc., 263 South
Conkling Street, Baltimore, Md.

Berks Packing Co., Inc., 307-323 Bingman
Street, Reading, Pa.

Louis M. Berman, Ine., 38 Colfax Street,
Pawtucket, R. I.

Berman Food Products Co., 47 Waverly Ave-
nue, Newark, N. J.

Bernhard's Sausage Co., Inc., 2433 North
20th Street, Post Office Box 54, Sheboygan,
Wis.

Schmulka Bernstein & Co., Inec., 107-109
Rivington Street, New York, N. Y.

Berry Packing Co., 400 Medio Street, San
Antonio, Tex.

Max Besbris, 1881 Ravine Road, Kalamazoo,
Mich.

Best Kosher Sausage Co., 3527-3529 West
Roosevelt Road, Chicago, I11.

Beste Provision Co., 115 Logan Street, Wil-
mington, Del.

Betbeze Bros., T05 23d- Avenue, Meridian,
Miss.

Bethlehem Packing Co., 610 Wyandotte
Street, Bethlehem, Pa.

-Bettinger & Barnett, 1459 East Kirby, De-
troit, Mich.

Beverly Meat & ILocker, 613 East Pacific,

Balina, Kans.

Curt Biastock Wholesale Meats, 1300 Cen-
tennial Avenue, Butte, Mont,

Biffs Steaks, Inec., 1621 30th Street NE.,
Canton, Ohio.

A. Bills & Co., South Main Street, Midvale,
Utah.

Bilt-More Food Prod. Co., Inc., 1034 Howell
Mill Road NW., Atlanta, Ga.

Bird Provision Co., Powerton Road, Pekin,
111. =

Birds Eye Division, General Foods Corp.,
Clarke Avenue, Pocomoke City, Md.

Black Hills Packing Co,, Rapid City, S. Dak.

Blaskovics, Inc., 1101 West Walnut Street,
Milwaukee, Wis,

Morris Blinder & Co., Inc., 32 North Street,
Boston, Mass.

Bloomfield Packing Co., 2108-2114 East
Btreet, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Bloomington Packing Co., Inc., West Sixth
Street, Bloomington, Ind.

Blue Grass Provision Co,, Inc., 309-315 West
12th Street, Covington, Ky.

Blue Ribbon Packing Co., Inc., 4767 Cal-
houn Road, Houston, Tex.

Blue Star Foods, Inc., 501 West Broadway,
Council Bluffs, Iowa.

Blumenstein Packing House, Lebanon, Iil.

J. J. Boeckmann & Son Packing Co., 1218
Keowee Street, Dayton, Ohlo.

Bogart Packing Co., Inc., 300 Johnson Ave-
nue, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Boise Valley Packing Co., Eagle, Idaho.

E. R. Boliantz, 1276 Main Street South,
Mansfield, Ohio.

John Boll & Son, 318 South Fourth Street,
Ironton, Ohio.

8. Bonaccurso & Sons., 1426-1438 South
Front Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Bonglorni Bros., Box 406, Slovan, Pa.

Bonnee Frozen Products Co., 8144 Olive
Street Road, St. Louis, Mo.
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Bon Ton Saratoga Chip Distributors, Rear
1229 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.

Antonio Bonuomo, 912 South Ninth Street,
Philadelphia, Pa,

Bookey Packing Co., Southeast 18th and
Scott, Des Moines, Iowa.

Boone County Packing Co., Rural Route 8,
Lebanon, Ind.

Border City Packirg Co. 110 North C
Street, Fort Smith, Ark.

August Born & Son, 2250 North Teutonia
Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.

Bornstein & Pearl Provision Co., Inc., 196
Quincy Street, Roxbury, Mass.

Boston Brokerage Co., 148 State Street,
Boston, Mass,

Boston Sausage & Provision Co., Constitu-
tion Wharf, Boston, Mass,

Bouckeert Packing Co., 218 Sidney Street,
St. Louis, Mo.

Bourbon-Bell Corp., 3449 West 48th Place,
Chicago, Ill.

Bovalina Packing Co., § Main Street, Slo-
van, Pa.

Frank B. Bowman Co, 6 Abattoir Road,
Brighton, Mass.

Bracco & Co., 768 North Commercial Street,
Trinidad, Colo.

“A. Bradnan, 3183 West 65th Street, Cleve=
land, Ohio. ]

Brander Meat Co., 915 North Columbia
Boulevard, Portland, Oreg.

Brandes & Trautman, Elmore, Ohio.

B. Brauer's Sons, stalls 7 and 9, Sixth
Street Market, Richmond, Va.

Otto C. Brauer, First Market, stalls 13 and
14, Richmond Va.

Braun Bros. Packing Co., Troy, Ohio.

P. J. Breish & Son, 816 Noble Street, Phil-
adelphia. Pa.

NI;' Brennan, 231 Lewis Street, Buffalo,

The P. Brennan Co., 3027-43 South Halsted -
Street, Chicago, I11.

Brest Packing Co., Fourth and Walnut
Streets, Shamokin, Pa.

Bridgeford Packing Co., Post Office Box 552,
Anaheim, Calif.

Bridwell Packing Co., Post Office Box 584,
Kingsport, Tenn.

Bridwell Packing House, Box 814, Bluefield,
W. Va.

Briggs & Co., 454 11th Street 8W., Wash-
ington, D. C.

Otto Briick Sons, 466 North Chicago
Street, Joliet, I11.

Bristol Packing Co., 204 Carssow Building,
Lewiston, Idaho.

Britt Packing Co., 1517 West 59th Street,
Shreveport, La.

M. Brizer & Co., 1515 Drinker Street, Dun-
more, Pa.

Broadway Meat Packers and Provisioners,
501 North Culberhouse Street, Jonesboro,
Ark.

Barnet Brodie, Inc., 123-5-7 Walton Street,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

Brodsky Packing Co., Spearfish, S. D.

Bronx Meat Co., 440 West 13th Street, New
York, N. Y.

The Brooks Packing Co., Post Office Box
1942, Lake Station, Tulsa, Okla.

Broken Bow Packing Co., Rural Free Deliv-
ery 3, Broken Bow, Nebr.

M. Bronich, RD 2, West Middlesex Pa.

Brothro Food Products, Inc., d/b/a Richt-
er's Food Products, Inc., 1040 West Randolph
Street, Chicago, I1l.

V. L. Brousse Co.,
Arabi, La.

John H. Brown, 3514 North Eighth Street,
Philadelphia, Pa. .

Brown Packing Co., 158th and Greenwood
Avenue, South Holland, Ill.

Brawn & Edwards Packing Co., Route 1,
Alexandria, La.

Brown Packing Co., Inc., 6900 West Capl=
tol Avenue, Post Office Box 2378, Little Rock,
Ark.

Brown Bros., RD 1, Fairview, Pa.

162 Esteben Street,
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.Brown's Meats, 1606 E. Franklin BStreet,
Richmond, Va.
Frank Bruno, 1039 South Ninth Street,
Philadelphia, Pa. 3
Bryan Bros. Packing Co., West Point, Miss.
Bryan Bros. Packing Co., 2106 Morris Ave-
nue., Birmingham, Ala,
‘Bryan & English Packing Co., Box 481,
Edinburg, Tex.
Bryan Meat Co., Post Office Box 822, South
River Road, Paso Robles, Calif.
Bryan Sausage Co., Downsville, La.
Aaron Buchsbaum Co., 720-731 Ninth Ave-
nue, New York, N. Y.
Buitonl Foods Corp., 450 Huyler Street,
South Hackensack, N. J.
Bullock Manufacturing Co., 817 Whitehall
Street SW., Atlanta, Ga.
Z. B. Bulluck & Son,
ky Mount, N. C.
Roguisd's Wholesale Veal, 2344 South 27th
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.
Buon Gusto Bausage Factory, 535 Green
Street, San Francisco, Calif.
Russell Buono, 133 Cherry Tree Lane,
Merchantville, N. J.
Fred Burger & Co,
Cinecinnati, Ohlo.
Burger Bros., 551 St. Joseph Street, Lan-
caster, Pa.
Buring Packing Co., Inc., Post Office Box
267, Wilson, Ark.
Nat Buring Packing Co., Ine. 313 South
Wagner Place, Memphis, Tenn.
Louis Burk Co., Girard Avenue and Third
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.
Burkholder Bros., Lebanon, Pa.
Burlison Packing Co., Old Petrolia Road,
Wichita Falls, Tex.
Burham & Morrill Co., 45 Water Street,
Portland, Maine,
Burns Packing Co., 140 Power Road, Grand
Junction, Colo.
Burton Bros., 4773 Calhoun Road, Houston,
Tex.
' Roy Burton, Wholesale Meats, Route 3,
North Little Rock, Ark.
H. F. Busch Co., 47566 Paddock Road, Cin-~
cinnati, Ohio.
W. H. Butcher Packing Co., 101 Southeast
Eighth Street, Oklahoma City, Okla.

131 Washington,

1815 John Street,

Butler Packing Co., 505 Negley Avenue,

Butler, Pa.

C. J. D. Packing Co., Inc., 88 Holt Street,
Buffalo, N. Y.

C. & N. Livestock Co., 118 Milan Street,
Houston,Tex.

C. & R. Beef Co., 8¢ Newmarket Square,
Boston, Mass.

Cadwell, Martin Meat Co., Post Office Box
615, Hanford, Calif. .

Claude Cady Slaughterhouse,
Kans.

Caffee & Branum Wholesale Meat Co., Post
Office Box 1153, Lubbock, Tex.

Calabrese Food Products, Ine.,, 800 Went-
worth Avenue, Toronto, Ohio.

Caldwell Packing Co., Windom, Minn.

Vernon Calhoun Packing Co.,, Route 1,
Palestine, Tex.

Calihan & Co., Box 1176, Peoria, Ill.

The Cambria Packing Co., Jackson, Ohio.

Camel Bros., 5747 North Peters Street, New
Orleans, La.

Camp Packing Co., Inc., West Homer Road,
Cortland, N. Y.

S. M. Campbell, Gray, Ky.

Campbell Bros., 1271 Jackson Pike, Colum=
bus, Ohio. !

Campbell Soup Co,, Southwest Corner Sec=
ond and Market Streets, Camden, N. J. =

Canadian Valley Meat Co., 1240 Southwest
15th Street, Oklahoma City, Okla.

The Canton Provision Co., Carnahan Ave-
nue NE., Canton, Ohio.
. Capitol Beef & Provision Co,, Inc., 117
Newmarket Square, Boston, Mass. :

Capitol Kosher Sausage & Prov. Co., T7 I
Street SE., Washington, D. C.

Capitol Packing Co.,, 5000 Clarkson Street,
Denver, Colo.

Osborne,
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.Cappellino’s Abattolr, Ine., 108 West Main

- Btreet, Gouverneur, N. Y. !
Domenico Cappucelo, 1019 South Ninth

Btreet, Philadelphia, Pa.

Capri Table Products Co., Inc. 1342 39th

Street, Brooklyn; N. Y.

The Carel Corp., 18 North Virginia Avenue,
Penns Grove, N. J.

Carey Packing Co., Post Office Box 308,
Morristown, Tenn.

Cariani Sausage Co., 2424 Oakdale Avenue,

San Francisco, Calif.

Carnation Co., Los Angeles, Calif.

Carolina Packers, Inc., Smithfield, N. C.

Rex Carpenter, RD. 1, Townville, Pa.

Carr Packing Co., Inc., 410 South Pearl
Street, Albany, N. Y.

Carr Packing Co., Inc., 1 Niver Street,
Cohoes, N. ¥.

Carson Packing Co., 17 South Water Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Carter Packing Co., Buhl, Idaho.

Cascade Meats, Inc., Post Office Box 300,
2805 Valpak Road, SBalem, Oreg.

Case Pork Roll Co., Inc., 644 Washington
Street, Trenton, N. J.

Casey Packing Co., Gail Route, Big Spring,
Tex.

Castleberry’'s Food Co., Inc.,
Street, Augusta, Ga.

Anthony Oatelli, 622-24 Federal Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

CeeBee Packing Co., 944 West 38th Place,
Chicago, I11.

1621 15th

Central Beef Co., 1 Newmarket Square and

225 Southampton Street, Boston, Mass.

Central Falls Provision Co., Inc., 847 High
Street, Central Falls, R. I.

Central Meat Co., 824 West 38th Place, Chi-
cago, Ill.

Central New York Packing Co., Inc., 2217
Dwyer Avenue, Utica, N. Y.

Central Packing Co., Highway 20, Alexan-
dria, La. .

Central Packing Co., Box 262, Cape Girar-
deau, Mo.

Central Packing Co., South 24th and Frisco
Tracks, Muskogee, Okla.

Central Packing Co., Old Burk Road, Wich-
ita Falls, Tex.

Central Packing Co., 300 Central Avenue,_.

Kansas City, Kans.

Central Packing Corp., 852 Johnson Ave-
nue, Brooklyn, N. Y,

Century Packing Co., 3301 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Certified Provision Corp., 500 Broadway,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

Champion Foods Division of the Frito Co.,
2827 Nagle, Dallas, Tex.

Madam Chang Foods Co., 410 Edmond
Street, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Chapman & Chapman, Middleport, N, Y.

Charney Meat Co., 143-155 Addison Street,
East Boston, Mass,

Chattanoga Sausage Co., Inc., 1801 Ross-
ville Avenue, Chattanooga, Tenn.

Cherokee Packing Co., Gaffney, 8. C.

Cherry-Levis Food Products Co., 424-28
Christian Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Cherry Meat Packers, Inc., 4750 South Cali-
fornia Avenue, Chicago, Iil.

Chet's Foods, Inc., 2639 Elizabeth Street,
Pueblo, Colo.

Mike Chiapetti Co., 3810 South Halsted
Street, Chicago, I11.

Chicago Dressed Meat Co., 520 Westchester
Avenue, Bronx, N. Y.
_ Chilli-O Frozen Foods Inc., 311 North Aber-
deen Street, Chicago, I11,

Chilco Quick Freeze, Clanton, Ala.

Christensen Meat Co., Inc., Post Office Box
152, Tillamook, Oreg.

Churchill Meat Co., Pittsburgh, Pa.

Cianciullli Bros., Inec., 507-11 Carpenter
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.
. Cimpl's, Inc., 321-323 Broadway, Yankton,

Dak.

.Cirs.lski Packing Co., 21 North Superior
Street, Toledo, Ohio,
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_Circle Packing Corp., 319 Winstanley Ave-
nue, East St. Louls, Ill. .
Circle T Meat Co,, 2828 North Haskell, Dal-

las, Tex.
City Beef Company of Bridgeport, Inec.,
Asylum Street, Bridgeport, Conn.
City Dressed Beef, 3131 North 31st Street,
Milwaukee, Wis.
City Line Abattolr, 339 Florida Grove Road,
Perth Amboy, N. J.
City Meat Market, 514 Cedar Street, Wal-
lace, Idaho. :
City Packing Co.,, Inc., 115 Newmarket
Square, Boston, Mass.
City Packing Co., 1831 South 96th Street,
Seattle, Wash.
City - Packing Co., Inc., Box 1672, Fort
Worth, Tex.
Claridge Food Co., Inc., 41-23 Murray
Street, Flushing, N. Y.
Claire Mont Packing Co., Wagner Street,
Chippewa Falls, Wis.
H. G. Clark Provision Co., Stillwater Ave-
nue, Dennison, Ohio,
Clark’s Packing Plant, Eighth Street and
Santa Fe Avenue, Fowler, Colo.
Clayton Packing Co., 4303-05 West Olayton -
Avenue, 8t. Louls, Mo.
Roy Clement & Son, Salem, Mich.
Clougherty Packing Co., 3049 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. A
-Clover Beef Co. 820 North Christian
Street, Lancaster, Pa,
Clover Packing Co., Inc., 426 West 14th
Street, New York, N. Y. 3
Wm. Coady & Co., 211 North Green Street,
Chicago, Ill.
Coast Packing Co., 3275 East Vernon Ave-
nue, Los Angeles, Calif,
Coffeyville Packing Co., Inc., Coffeyville,
Kans. :
Jacob Cohen Beef Co. Inc., 14 Brighton
Abattoir, Brighton, Mass. :
Louis Cohen, 159 East Main Street, New-
ark, N. J. .
Cohen’s Famous Knishes, 631 Frelinghuy-
sen Avenue, Newark, N. J, :
Sam Cohen, 9435 Peterson, Detroit, Mich.
Colfax Packing Co., 3¢ Colfax Street, Paw=
tucket, R. I.
College Inn Food Products Co., 4301 South
Ashland Avenue, Chicago, Il
Colonial Beef Co., 409 North Franklin
Street and 303 Callowhill Street, Philadel~
phia, Pa.
Colonlal Corned Beef Co., 137 South Water
Market, Chicago, Il
Colonial Packing Co,
Street, Boca Raton, Fla.
Colonial Provision Co., Inc., 1100 Massa--
chusetts Avenue, Boston, Mass.
Colorado Packing Co., Inc., La Junta, Colo,
Columbia Corned Beef Co. and Columbia
Packing Co., 1233-37 George Street, Chi-
cago, Ill.
Columbia Packing,
Btreet, Boston, Mass.
Columbia Packing Co.,
Street, Dallas, Tex.
Commercial Beef Co.,
Square, Boston, Mass.
Commerclal Packing Co., Ine., 3811 South
Soto Street, Los Angeles, Calif.
Community Cold Storage,
Wyo.
Concord Dressed Beef & Veal Co., 45 Con-
cord Street, Pawtucket, R. 1.
Cones Market & Cold Storage, 109 East
Main, Grangeville, Idaho.
Connecticut Packing Co.,

Northwest 13th

155 Southhampton
2807 East 11th

124 Newmarket

Torrington,

Bloomfield,

onn.
Consolidated Dressed Beef Co., Inc.,, Grays
Ferry Avenue and 36th Street, Philadel-
phia, Pa.

Consolidated Packing Co., Inc., 132 New-
market Square, Boston, Mass.

Consolidated Rendering Co., 178 Atlantic
Avenue, Boston, Mass.

B. Constantino & Sons Co., East Taintor
Lane, Rural Route 5, Springfield, Ill.
P. Conti & Sons, Inc., Henrietta, N. Y.

C
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nue, New York, N. Y.
Continental Sausage Co., 540 Dartmouth
Street, South Dartmouth, Ma.u

Cook Packing Plant, Post Office Box 763,

Concord, N. C.

Cook's Foods, Inc., 1223 South Atherton
Street, State College, Pa.

Corley Packing Co., Copley, Ohlo.

Cornell Provision Co., 1411-1413 West Chi-
cago Avenue, Chieago, Ill.

Cornhusker Packing Co., 4436 Dahlman
Boulevard, Omaha, Nebr.

J, Lynn Cornwell, Inc., Purcellville, Va.

Ed. K. Corrigan & Son Meat Packers, 607
15th Avenue, Council Bluffs, Iowa.

Corsair Packing Co., 74 Concord Street,
Pawtucket, R. 1.

Corte & Co., 414 Hoboken Avenue, Jersey
City, N. J.

Crawford Packing Co., 717 North San Ja-
cinto Street, Houston, Tex.

Crayton’s Products, Inc, 2746 East 53d
Btreet, Cleveland, Ohio.

Creaghe Packing Co., Lamar, Colo.

C. & M. Creitz Co., Newton Hamilton, Pa.

James Crixel, Route 4, New Castle, Pa.

Cross Bros. Meat Packers, Inc., 3600 North
Front St., Philadelphia, Pa.

Howard E. Crossan, Marshallton, Del.

The Crosse & Blackwell Co., 6801 Eastern
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

Crowgey Sausage Co., Kellysville, W. Va.

Crown Packing Co., 88 Newmarket Square,
Boston, Mass.

Crown Packing Co., 1561 Adelaide Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Crown Pork Products, 11208 Avalon Boule-
vard, Los Angeles, Calif.

Cudahy Brothers Co., Milwaukee County,
Cudahy, Wis.

Cudahy Packing Co., Unlon Stock Yards,
Omaha, Nebr.

Cudney & Co., 400 North Orleans Street,
Chicago, Ill.

Cuellar Foods, Inc., 162 Leslie Street, Dal-
las, Tex. -

Curtis Packing Co., P. O. Drawer 1470,
Greensboro, N. C.

Cushing Packing & Provision Co., Cushing,
Okla.

Cushman Food Co., 700 Block Williamsburg
Street, Aiken, 8. C.

Custom Meat Packing Co., 515 East 45th
Street, Boise, Idaho.

Custom Packing Co., Inc., 1015 Street Pat-
rick, Rapid City, 8. Dak.

Custom Packing Co., Box 721, Twin Falls,
Idaho.

Cuyamaca Meata, 1200 West Main Street,
El Cajon, Calif.

D. & W. Packing Co., South State Line, Tex~
arkana, Tex.

John R. Daily, Inc., 115-119 West Front
Street, Missoula, Mont.

Dakota Packing Co., Stockyards, James-
town, N. Dak.

Dallas City Packing Co., Morrell Road,
Route 2, Box 806, Dallas, Tex.

A, F, Damaske, 1694 South Pearl Street,
Milwaukee, Wis. .

The Danahy Packing Co. 25 Metcalfe
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Daniel Bros., Inc., Columbia City, Ind,

Danville Meat Supply, Inc., 546 Craghead
Street, Danville, Va.

Davenport Packing Co., Inc., Milan, IIL

Davidowitz Kosher Provision Co., 123 Wal-
ton Street, Brooklyn, N. ¥.

David Meat Co., P. O. Box 154, Santa Clara,
Calif. ;

David Davles, Inc., 616 West Mound Street,
Columbus, Ohio.

The William Davies Co., 41st Street and
Union Avenue, Chicago, Ill,

Edward Davis, Inc., 420 West 14th Street.
New York, N. Y.

Davis Meat Co., Box 2836, Bolse Idaho.

The Daw Packing Co., Inc., 180 Oak Street,
New Haven, Conn,
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Continental Packing Co., 630 Fifth Ave-

- Dawson-Spatz Packing Co., Inc., 1227 Lex-
ington Road, Louisville, Ky.

The Dayton Packing Co., 46 Rappee Ave-
nue, Dayton, Ohlo.

e Dealman, Mt. View Road, Warren

Township, Plainfield, N. J.

Dean Pack and/or Sloux Locker Co., West
Main, Vermillion, S. Dak.

Dearborn Meat Co., 2035 West Pershing
Road, Chicago, Il1

Val Decker Packing Co.,
Street, Piqua, Ohio

Decker & Son, 1600 Arch Street, Colorado
Springs, Colo.

Dedeaux Packing Co., Route 2, Box 297,
Gulfport, Miss.

Earl Dehn, Route 1, Amherst, Ohlo.

Herman Deile, Inc,, 82-86 Jackson Street,
Hoboken, N. J.

Del Monte Meat Co., 303 Southeast Oak
Street, Portland, Oreg.

Delano Packing Co., Delano, Minn.

Del Ray Packing Co., 9374 Copeland Ave-
nue, Detroit, Mich.

Delaware Packing Co., Route 3, Delaware,
Ohio

Delaware Packing Co., 2056 Bloomsbury
Street, Trenton, N. J.

Delfrate Packing Co.,-Box 276, Slovan, Fa.

Delta Packing Co., 1019 Fourth Street,
Clarksdale, Miss,

E. Demakes & Co., Inc., 37 Waterhill Street,
Lynn, Mass,

Deming Packing Co., Deming, N. Mex.

Denholm Packing Co., 6670 Transit Way,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

The Denver Tamale & Supply Co., Inc.,
1050 10th Street, Denver, Colo.

Denver Wholesale Meat Co., 2701-06 West
Colfax Avenue, Denver, Colo.

Wm. H. Deruff & Co., 1246 Hargest Lane,
Baltimore, Md.

De Schepper Packing Co., Knoxville Road,
R. R. No. 1, Milan, Ill.

Des Maines Packing Co.,
Street, Des Moines, Iowa.

Detroit Packing Co.,
Avenue, Detroit, Mich,

Detroit Veal & Lamb, Inc., 1540 Division
Street, Detroit, Mich.

Detwiler's Abattoir, Road 2, Pottstown, Pa.

Dewig Bros., Haubstadt, Ind.

Diamond F. Meat Co., Inec, 1336 Com-
merce Street, Tacoma, Wash.
" A. DI Cillo & Sons, Inc.,, Route No, 322,
Mayfield Road, Chesterland, Ohio.

Dickinson & Co., Post Office Box 755, Lafay-
ette, Ind.

Dietz & Watson, Inc., 116 Vine Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Edward Dillon, Wyoming, N. Y.
~ Gaetano Di Pascale Sons, 920 South 9th
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Frank D1 Pletro, 802 South 9th BStreet,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Ditzler Bros., 28 Wood Street, Pine Grove,

727 East Ash

1700 Maury
1120 Springwells

Pa.

Division Packing Co., 1566 Division Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Dixie Frozen Foods, Ine.,
Street NE., Atlanta, Ga.

Dixle Packing Co., Inc., 221 Mehle Avenue,
Arabi, La.

Dixon Packing Co., 106-110 Milam Street,
Houston, Tex.

Harry Dobrowitsky, 2066 Cortland Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Joe Doctorman & Son, Inc., 2900 South 2d
West, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Doehne Provision Co., Box 53, Clarkwood,
Texas.

Fred Dold & Sons Packing Co., 421 21st
Street, Wichita, Kans.

Donelson Packing Co., 366 Frederick
Street, Carey, Ohio, ;

Donner Commission Co., 1915 West Canal
Street, Milwaukee, Wis. -

Dorset Foods, Ltd., 44-02 23d Street, Long
Island City, N. Y.

Dreher Packing Co.,
Road, Columbia, 8. C.

15 Waddell

Inc., Broad River

5131

. Faul Dressler, 1230 Wyoming Avenue, Ex-
eter, Pa.
. Drummond Meat Co. 116 West Water,
Chillicothe, Ohlo,
. Dubuque Packing Co., 16th and Sycamore
Streets, Dubuque, Iowa.

Duffy-Mott Co., Inc., 370 Lexington Av-
enue, New York, N. Y.

Dugdale Packing Co., 11th & Bell, St. Jo-
seph, Mo.

Dukeland Packing Co., Inc., 1050-60 South
Dukeland Street, Baltimore, Md.

Dunn-Ostertag Packing Co., 800 East 21st
Street, Wichita, Kans.

Du Quoin Packing Co., Du Quoin, Il1.

Durham Meat Co., Inc,, Mariposa & Vma
Street, Mountain View Ca.lif

Durkee Famous Food, Inec.,
Street, Chicago, I1l.

Ernest Dutcher, 207 Cottage Street, White-
water, Wis,

Dwares Provision Co., 58 Washington
Street, Pawtucket, R. I.

Dykstra Bros, Route 5, 128 Cummings
Avenue, Grand Rapid.s Mich.

Joe Dzapo, Route 1, Box 381, Brookfield,
Ohio.

Eagle Brand Products, Inc.,
Street, New York, N, Y.

Eagle Packing Co., 4402 South 35th Street,
Omaha, Nebr,

East Carson Packing Co., East Carson
Btreet, Hays, Pa.

East Tennessee Packing Co.,
Street, Knoxville, Tenn.

Eastern Boneless Beef Co., 724 Callowhill
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Eastern Market Pork Products Co., 10023
West Fort Street, Detroit, Mich.

Eastern Oregon Meat Co., Inc., Baker, Oreg.

Eastern Packing Co., Ine. = 1215% Silver
Lane, East Hartford, Conn.

Eastern Packing Co., Inc., 416 East Linden
Avenue, Linden, N. J.
De?he Eastern Shore Provision . Co., I.ewes.

Eatwell Provisions, Inc., 646 Bergen Ave-
nue, New York, N. Y.

Ebner Bros. Packers, 100 Walnut Street,
Wichita Falls, Tex.

E. Eckerlin, Inc., 1817 John Street, Cincin-
nati, Ohio.
Dh'll'ho Eckert Packing Co., Route 7, Deﬂance.

0

Economy Meat Market, 92 Prince Street,
Boston, Mass.
- Edmond’s Chile Co., Inc., 3236 Oregon Ave-
nue, 8t. Louils, Mo.

Lee Edson, Hudsonville, Mich.

Edwin Beef Co., 5140 Edwin Street, Ham-
tramck, Mich.

Elburn Packing Co. of Illinom 309 West
Nebraska Street, Elburn, Ill.

Eldridge Packing Co., 28 North BSecond
Btreet, Eansas City, Kans.

Eldridge Packing Co., Post Office Box 874,
La Grande, Oreg.

Merlin Eliason, 219 North Fourth West,
Logan, Utah.

Elizabethville Abattoir, Elizabethville, Pa.

Elk Grove Meat Co., Eik Grove, Calif.

Elkhart Packing Co., Box 304, Elkhart, Ind.

Elliott Packing Co., Post Office Box 458,
Duluth, Minn,

Ellis Canning Co., 1675 Alcott St.ree-t Den-
ver, Colo.

Elm Grove Packing Co., 520 Mine Street,
Elm Grove, W. Va.

Emge Packing Co., Fort Branch, Ind.

Emmart Food Products, Co., 4701 South
Christiana Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

Emmart Packing Co., 1202 Story Avenue,
Louisville, Ky.

Emmert Meat Co., West Fourth Street,
Emmett, Idaho.
~ Emmite Meat Co., Ine., Post Office Box 2547,
4821 Calhoun, Houston, Tex.

Empire Packing Corp., 74 Concord Street,
Pawtucket, R. 1.

Emporia Packing Co., Rural Route 4, Em=
poria, Kans,

3702 Iron

122 Jane

200 Jones
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Engelberg Packing Co.,
Memphis, Tenn.

John Engelhorn & Sons., 17-27 Avenue L,
Newark, N. J.

Engelhorn Packing Co., 2011 Eighth Street,
North Bergen, N. J.

H. R. Englebeck & Sons, Rural Free Deliv-
ery 1, Port Clinton, Ohio.

Enid Packing Co., 2424 North Madison
Street, Enid, Okla. :

T. E. Epperson & Co., Charleston, Tenn.

David Epstein Co., 83 Newmarket Square,
Boston, Mass.

Eremic’s Provisions, 54 Valley Street, Box
193, Pitcairn, Pa.

G. Erhardt’s Sons, Inc,, 545 Poplar Street,
Cinecinnati, Ohio.

Essem Packing Co.,
Lawrence, Mass.

Robert L. Estes, Baird, Tex.

Estes Bros. Packing Co., 506 Northeast 37th
Street, Box 4561, Fort Worth, Tex.

E-TEX Packing Co., Post Office Drawer 152,
Mount Pleasant, Tex,

Eugster's Market, 2201 30th Street, South-
west Birmingham, Ala.

European Kosher Provision Mfg.,, Co., 6
Spring Street, Baltimore, Md.

The Evans Packing Co., Inc., Box 301, Cal-
lipolis, Ohio.

Evergood Meat Co., Inc.,
nue, Bronx, N. Y.

Excel Packing Co., 8900 East 21st Street,
Wichita, Eans.

Excelsior Quick Frosted Meat Products,
Inc., 128 Sheriff Street, New York, N. Y.

Eyerman & Co., 147 Hanford Street, Co-
lumbus, Ohio.

F K & Son, Inc, 15-17 Spencer Street,
Buffalo, N. Y.

The Fairmont Provision Co. 735 South
Willow Avenue, Alllance, Ohlo.

Falrway Packing Corp., 216-218 Walton
Btreet, Syracuse, N.

Falk Bros., 511 Saint Joseph Street, Lancas-
ter, Pa.

-Herman Falter Packing Co., 378 Green-
lawn Avenue, Columbus, Ohio.

Famous Foods, Inec., 1121 Pryor Street
8W., Atlanta, Ga.
\ Pamous Packing Corp., 122 Junius Street,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

The Fanestil Packing Co., Inc., Route 4,
Emporia, Eans.

Farmer Pete Packing Co., 715 Santa Fe
Drive, Denver, Colo.

Farnsworth Packing Co., 1487 Farnsworth,
Detroit, Mich.

Farris & Co., 2116 West Beaver Street, Post
Office Box 1553, Jacksonville, Fla.

Angelo Favazza, 1167 South Ninth Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

M. Feder & Co., 948 North Front Street,
Allentown, Pa.

Federal Beef Co.,
Boston, Mass.

Federal Meat Co., 1614 Puyallup Avenue,
Post Office Box 1113, Tacoma, Wash.

Federal Packing Co., Post Office Box 750,
Everett, Wash.

Chas. J. Fehl Co., Blooming Glen, Pa.

Feinberg Kosher Sausage Co., 809-811 Lyn-
dale Avenue North, Minneapolis, Minn.

Feldman Bros., 2472 Riopelle Street, De=
troit, Mich.

Feller Packing Co., Rural Free Delivery 2,
Clearfield, Utah.

F. A, Ferris & Co., Inc., Brooklyn, N. Y.

Ferry Bros., Inc., Ferndale, Wash.

Fidel Bros. Packing Co., Unionvile, Ohio.

Field Packing Co. Inc., Post Office Box
493, Owensboro, Ky.

Fiesta Meat Co., 3533 Evans Avenue, St,
Louils, Mo.

Figge & Hutwelker Co., 621-635 West 40th
Street, New York, N. Y.

Filler Products, Inc '115 Highland Avenue,
Atlanta, Ga.

Fineberg Packing Co., 2875 Starling, Mem-
phis, Tenn,

The Fink & Heine Co., Bechtle Avenue and
DT & IR R, Springfield, Ohio.

1186 Riverside,

101 Beacon Street,

610 Bergen Ave-

180 Atlantic Avenue,
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C. Finkbeiner Inc., 800 High Street, Little
Rock, Ark.

Fischer Packing Co., Box 182, Issaquah,
Wash,

Henry Fischer Packing Co., Inc., 1860 Mell=-
wood Avenue, Louisville, Ky.

Fischer & Fischer, 117 Washington Street
West, Charleston W. Va.

E. L. Fisher, Post Office Box 506, Baytown,
Tex.

Fisher Bros.,
Bridgeton, N. J.
Flanery Sausage Co., Milbank, 8. Dak.

Flechtner Bros. Packing Co., Inc., 435
North Countyline Street, Fostoria, Ohlo.

Fleischaker Co., 1911 Frankfort Avenue,
Louisville, Ky.

Philip Flelscher, Inc,,
Street, New York, N. Y,

L. W. & C. W. Fletcher, Inc., Lenoir City,
Tenn.

Fletcher Wholesale Meats, 628 North Min-
nesota Street, Pratt, Eans.

Earl Flick Dressed Beef, Clackamas, Oreg.

Flicker Packing Co., SBouth 12th Avenue,
Scottsbluff, Nebr,

Fred W. Flockerzi,
Lawrence, Mass,

Florence Packing Co., Inc., Route 1, East
Stanwood, Wash.

Florida Chip Steak Co., Inc., 4410 West
South Street, Tampa, Fla.

Fluffs, Inc., 2006 Wall Street, Dallas, Tex.

Fluke, Inec., Cleveland Road, Ashland,
Ohio.

The William Focke’s Sons Co,, 1712 Spring-
fleld Street, Dayton, Ohio.

Finley Packing Plant,
Ohio.

The Finest Provisions Company of Spring-
field, 190 Chestnut Street, Springfield, Mass.

Foell Packing Co., 3117-23 West 47th Street,
Chicago, Ill.

Jacob Folger Packing Co., 500 Phillips Ave-
nue, Toledo, Ohio.

Foo Lung Co., 112 East Washington Street,
Stockton, Calif.

Ford Packing Co., Grand Island, Nebr,

Foremost Packing Co., 1164 13th Avenue,
East Moline, Ill.
~Formost Koaher Sausage 00 517 South
4th Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Forst Packing Co., Inc,
Street, Kingston, N. Y.

Fort Bend Co. Abattoir, Box 385, Rosen-
berg, Tex.

Fort Dodge Packing Co., Inc., Box 488,
Fort Dodge, Iowa.

Fort Plain Packing Co, 201 Main Street,
Fort Plain, N, Y.

Fort Scott Packing Co., 1005 Shute Street,
Fort Scott, Kans.

Foster Beef Co., 409 Elm Street, Manchester,
N. H.

B. V. Fox Wholesale Meats, 4821 Calhoun
Road, Houston, Tex.

J. Austin Fraley, Thurmont, Md.

Frank & Schrader, R. F, D. 3, Cuba, N. Y.

Frankel Meat Co., Unlon Stock Yards, Cin-
cinnati, O.

Franklin Provision Co., 222 Callowhill
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

B. Franza, 901 West Travis, San Antonio,
Tex.

Fraser Wholesale Meats, 6 E Street NE.,
Ardmore, Okla.

Frederick County Products, Inc., Post Of=
fice Box 218, Frederick, Md.

Frederick Meat Co., East Balsom, Frederick,
Okla.

Frederick Packing Co., 5300 Riopelle Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Freeburg Packing Co., Freeburg, Ill.

Freeman Bros, Packing Co., 4905 Calhoun
Road, Houston, Tex.

French Bros. Beef Co., Inc., Hooksett, N. H.

French Steak Co., 1285 Main Street, Swoy-
erville, Pa.

I. A, Frey & Bons, Inc.,, 39825 Burgundy
Street, New Orleans, La.

Fried & Reinman Packing Co., 2100 East
Ohio Street, Box 6769, Pittsburgh, Pa.

71 South Pearl Street,

T77 Washington

14 Chestnut Street,

MecConnelsville,

100-144 Abeel
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Morris Friedman, 2017 N. E. Stanton Street,
Portland, Oreg.

Friedman & Belack, Inec., 634 Washington
Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Frigid Packing Co., 144 Black Horse Pike,
West Collingswood Helghts, N.J.

Frigidinners, Inc., 1833-35 Reed Street,
FPhiladelphia, Pa.

Frigidmeats, Inc,, 3755 S. Racine, Chicago,
I11.

Frisco Packing Co., 544 8, Walnut Street,
Oklahoma City, Okla.

Frontier Packing Co., Post Office Box 922,
Broadway SE., Albuquerque, N. Mex.

Frosty Morn Meats, Frosty Morn Avenue,
Post Office Box 391, Clarksville, Tenn.

Frosty Morn Meats, Inc., 1498 Furnace
Street, Muntgomery, Ala.

Frozen Meat Packers, Inc., 845 N. W. Tlst
Street, Miami, Fla.

Fryer & Stillman, Inc., 53d & Franklin,
Denver, Colo.

Fulton Beef and Provision Co., 511 Newark
Street, Hoboken, N. J.

Furr’'s, Inc., Box 838, Lubbock, Tex.

G. & C. Packing Co., 240 South 21st Street,
Colorado Springs, Colo.
Tt Eugene Gaboury, Jr., R. F. D. 2, St. Albans,

Galat Packing Co., 1472 Kenmore Boule-
vard, Akron, Ohio,

Galligan Meat Co., 1220 35th Street, Den-
ver, Colo.

8. W. Gall's Sons, 2119-2125 Freeman Ave-
nue, Cineinnati, Ohio.

Gambord Meat Co., Post Office Box 697,
San Jose, Calif.

Garos Packing Co., Hooksett, N. H.
- Gartner-Harf Co., 25 East 12th Street, Erie,

a.

W. A, Gay & Co., Iowa City, Iowa.

Gebhardt Chill Powder Co., 112 South Frio
Street, San Antonio, Tex.

Isaac Gellis, Inc., 37 Essex Street, New
York, N. Y.

Albert Gemmen, Box 57, Allendale, Mich.

Genoa Packing Co., 221 Monsignor O'Brien
Highway, East Cambridge, Mass.

Gentner Packing Co., Inc.,, West Roosevelt
Road, South Bend, Ind.

Gerber Products Co., 460 Buffalo Road,
Rochester, N. Y.

Gerber Products Co., Fremont, Mich.

George C. Gerber, Road 1, Dalton, Ohio.

Max German, 3836 Aldine Avenue, St.
Louis, Mo.

Gerstenslager Meats, Inec., 336 North Mar-
ket Street, Wooster, Ohio.

Gerson Packing Co., 2535 East Vernon Ave-
nue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Giant Distributing Co., 913 West Street,
Oakland, Calif.

Earl C. Gibbs, Inc., 3378 West 65th Street,
Cleveland, Ohio.

John A, Gibbs, Bradford, Vt.

James B. Gilbert, 1110 Maryland Avenue
SW., Washington, D, C.

K. C. Giles Co., 3183 West 85th Street,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Gino Corp. Boston Post Road, Milford,
Conn.

Girard Packing Co., 10-18 North Delaware
Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Gissell Packing Co., Inc., 1501 Jefferson
Avenue, Huntington, W. Va.

Giuliano's Spaghetti Sauce Co., Inc., 250
Valley Street, Providence, R. I.

Giunta & D'Agostino, 901 Christian Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Joseph L. Giunta & Sons, 827 South Ninth
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Glasers Provisions Co,, Inc., 5036 South
26th Street, Omaha, Nebr.

Glick Brothers, Mt. Pleasant, Pa.

Globe Packing Co., 11200 Kewen Street,
San Fernando, Calif.

Globe Products Co., 5300 Emerson Street,
Denver, Colo.

Glover Packing Co., Box 6609, Roswell, N.
Mex.
> C}oebel Packing Co., 93 Holt Street, Buffalo,
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Albert F. Goetze, Inc., Post Office Box 1017,
Baltimore, Md.

M M Goff & Sons Co., Inc., 118 West State
Street, Pendleton, Ind.

Gold Medal Packing Corp., 614 Broad,
Utica, N. Y.

H. S. Golde Packing Co., Inc,, 193 Fillmore
Avenue, Tonawanda, N. ¥,

Goldberg Bros., 111 North Harrison Street,
Wilmington, Del

Goldberg, Boyarsky & Steirn, 65656 Riverside
Avenue, Burlington, V'

Goldis & Cross, Inc,, 325 Callowhill Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Goldring Packing Co., Inc., 3461 East Ver-
non Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Gold Merit Packing Co., Inc., Post Office Box
4516, Jacksonville, Fla.

Gold Ribbon Fresh Frosted Meats, Inc.,
Post Office Box 112, Middletown, Pa.

H. Graver Co., 3813 Morgan Street, Chicago,
Il

Angelo Grasso, 318 Meadow Street, Aga-
wam, Mass,

A, Golin Wholesale Meats, 400 Delaware
Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Gooch Packing Co., Eighth and Almond
Streets, Abllene, Tex.

M. Goodman Sons, 2712 Blodget: Street,
Houston, Tex.

Goodnight County Sausage, Route 3, Lub-
bock, Tex.

Jack Goose & Co., 3219 Michigan Avenue,
Detroit, Mich.

Goren Packing Co., Inec., 39 Commerclal
Street, Boston, Mass.

Goshen Packing Co., R. D. No. 1, Middle-
town, N. Y.

Daniel A. Gottlieb & Son., Inc., 416 Mouat
Vernon Street, Camden, N. J.

James P. Gourley, R. D. No. 1, New Beth-
lehem, Pa.

Grade A Meat Co., 1006 Washington Ave-
nue, Houston, Tex.

Grady Packing Co., Inc., Cairo, Ga.

Grandview Packing Co., Grandview, Wash.

Granite Meat & Livestock Co., 500 East
56th Street South, Murray, Utah.

Granite State Packing Co., 163 Hancock,
Manchester, N. H.

R. D, Graves Co., Westwood Drive, Strongs-
ville, Ohio.

Graves Bausage Co., Route 1, Antioch,
Tenn.

J. J. Gravins, Sixth Street Market, Rich-
mond, Va.

Grays Harbor Meat Co., Inc., Foot of Wash-
ington Avenue, Hogquiam, Wash.

The Great Falls Meat Co., Post Office Box
1526, Great Falls, Mont.

Great Western Beef Co., 4044 South Hal-
sted Street, Chicago, Ill.

Great Western Packing Co., Inc., 3377 East
Vernon Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Greater New York Packing, Inc., 525 11th
Avenue, New York, N. Y.

Greater Omaha Packing Co., 5102 South
26th Street, Omaha, Nebr.

C. E. Greenawalt Sons, Mountville, Pa

Greendell Packing Corp., Prattsville, N. Y.

Green Hill, Inc.,, United States Route 11,
Elliston, Va.

Greenlee Packing Co., Inc., West Highway
186, Bloux Falls, 5. Dak.

The Greensboro Packing Co., Inc., Greens-
boro, Ala.

Greenville Packing Co.,
8. R. R., Greenville, N. C.

Greenwood Packing
B. C.

Grelsler Bros., Inc., 230-232 North Dela-
ware Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Bol Greisler & Sons, Inc.,, 32 North Dela-
_ware Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Gruensfelder Packing Co., 8014 North 25th
Street, St. Louis

David H. Grltﬂth Cushlng Okla,

Grote Meat Co., 4124 West Natural Bridge
Road, 8t. Louis, Mo.

Arthur J. Guillot, Inc.,, 839 Charbonnet,
Street, New Orleans, La.

8. B. Norfolk

Plant, Greenwood,
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Guillette & Co., 23 Blodgett Street (rear)
Post Office Box 447, Manchester, N. H.

Gunsherg Beef Co., 6800 Dix Avenue, De=-
troit, Mich.

Gustine Meat Co., Box 261, Gustine, Calif.

Gusto Ravioll Co., 653 Ninth Avenue, New
York, N. Y.

P. D. Gwaltney, Jr. & Co., Inc., Smith-
fleld, Va.

H., & H. Packing Co., Route 7, Yakima,
Wash.

Chas. Haag, Inc., 497 Observer Highway,
Hoboken, N. J.

Haas-Davis Packing Co., Inc., Post Office
Box 277, Mobile, Ala.

Habbersett Bros., Media, Pa.

Philip H. Haha Co. & Specialty Meat Prod-
ucts, 179 Grafton Street, Worcester, Mass.

Edward Hahn Packing Co., Hickory Street
& B. & O. R. R., Johnstown, Pa.

Haibach Bros.,, 501 East 19th Street,
Erie, Pa.

Haldas Bros., Inc., 601-507 King Street,
Wilmington, Del.

Haley Canning Co., 560 South Fourth Ave-
nue, Hillsboro, Oreg.

Hall Bros., Inc., Cook Road, North Olmsted,
Ohio.

Halpern Packing Corp.,
Road, Framingham, Mass.

Halstead Packing Co., Fairview, Okla.

Halsted Packing House, 736 South Halsted
Street, Chicago, Il1.

Hammer Provision Co., 300 Rivos Street,
San Antonio, Tex.

Hammond, Standish & Co., 2101 Twentieth
Street, Detroit, Mich.

Hampden Beef Co., Inc., 203 Liberty Street,
Springfield, Mass.

Hampshire Cash Market, Hampshire, Il

George Hanas, R. S. 1, Route 481, Dalsy-
town, Pa.

H. A. Hancock, Acree, Ga.

Handschumacher & Co,,
Street, Boston, Mass.,

Edward Hans, 38 Holt Street, Buffalo, N. ¥,

Harding Packing Co., Inc., 1450 Troy Ave-
nue, Indianapolis, Ind.

John P. Harding Market Co., 728 West
Madison Street, Chicago, Ill.

Hark Beef Co., 24 North Street, Boston,
Mass.

Harkel Wholesale Meats, 34561 Frankford
Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

W. I, Harman & Son, Saluda, 8. C.

Harman Packing Co., 3306 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Trae V. Harper, 9th West 6th North, Brig-
ham City, Utah.

Joel E. Harrell & Son, Inc., Post Office Box
115, Suffolk, Va.

Harris Meat & Produce Co., 1 North West-
ern, Oklahoma City, Okla.

Sam Harris Packing Co.,, 802 Covington
Street, Crawfordsville, Ind.

Hartford Provision Co., Inc., 302 Pleasant
Street, Hartford, Conn.

Hartman’s, R. D. No. 8, Nazareth, Pa.

Harvin Packing Co., Inc., Green Swamp
Road, Sumter, 8. C.

Hately Brothers Co., 1341 West 37th Street,
Chicago, 1.

Hatfleld Packing Co., Hatfield, Pa.

Sam Hausman, Alameda & Mussett, Corpus
Christi, Tex.

Hawley Meat Pack, Vale, Oreg.

G. E. Hawthorn, Route 2, Hot Springs, Ark.

Bert Hazekamp & Sons, 954 Evanston,
Muskegon, Mich.

The Hebrew National Eosher Sausage Co.,
Inc., 1556 East Broadway, New York, N. Y.

Hebron Packing Co., Inc., Route 173, Box
486, Hebron, 111,

Bernard Hecht & Sons, Inec.,
Front Street, Baltimore, Md.

Philip 'Heddere.l, 4112 Clematis Street, New
Orleans, L

Helerdlng Bros., 36 Harrison Avenue, Okla=

B8 Worchester

Inc.,, 48 North

17 South

‘homa City, Okla.

Henry Heill, 3624 Falls Road, Baltimore, Md.
Hell Packing Co., 2216 La Salle Street, St.
Louis, Mo,
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H. Heilbrunn Co., 501 Newark Street, Ho-
boken, N. J.

Heim Bros. Wholesale Meat Co., 1707 West
11th Street, Little Rock, Ark.

Helm & Thompson Packing Co., 4905 Cal-
houn Road, Houston, Tex.

H. T. Heinz, Inc., 185 South Warwick Ave-
nue, Baltimore, Md.

Heinz's Riverside Abattoir, Inc., 1900-22
Light Street, Baltimore, Md.

Henderson's Portion Pak, Inc., 4015 Laguna
Street, Coral Gables, Fla.

J. Henriques & Son, 113 Gano Street,
Providence, R. 1.

James Henry Packing Co., 2025 Airport
Way, Seattle, Wash. <

Mark Herbst, Inc., 222 Frelinghuysen Ave-
nue, Newark, N. J.

Herman Sausage Co., Inc., Post Office Box
1651, Tampa, Fla.

C. Herrmann & Sons, 2640 Gallla Street,
Portsmouth, Ohio.

Herrod Packing Co., Joplin, Mo.

Hersch Packing Co., South Avenue B, Box
862, Scottsbluff, Nebr.

C. Hertel Co., 220 Raphael Avenue, Syra-
cuse, N, Y.

Hervitz Packing Co., 1146 South Cameron,
Harrisburg, Pa.

Heublein, Inc.,
Hartford, Conn.

Ed Heuck Co., 530 Clay Street, San Fran-
clsco, Calif.

Hickory Packing Co.,
Hickory, N. C.

High Grade Packing Co., Inc., 2627 Avenue
D, Galveston, Tex.

John Hilberg & Sons Co., 525 Poplar Street,
Cincinnati, Ohio.

H. G. Hill Co,, 500 2d Avenue North, Nash=
ville, Tenn.

Hill-N-Dale Farm Meat Co., Post Office
Box 61, Downingtown, Pa.

Hill Packing Co., Post Office Box 117,
Esterville, Iowa.

Hill Packing Co., Post Office Box 148, To-
peka, Kans.

Hill Top Packing Co., Rural Route 1, Hunt-
ingburg, Ind.

Hilleman's Packing Plant, 813 Unlon Street,
Marshalltown, Iowa.

Hines Packing Co., 5213 South 50th Ave-
nue, Omaha, Nebr.

Samuel W. Hippey, R. F. D. No. 1, Willow
Street, Pa.

Hirsch Brothers & Co. (Inec.), 14th and
Cedar Streets, Louisville, Ky.

Hitch Packing Co., Princeton, Ind.

Phil J. Hock & Co., 2123 Ailanthus Street,
Cincinnati, Ohio.

Hodge Chile Co., 2310 Sidney Street, St.
Louis, Mo.

Hoerter & Son, 2011 Frankfort Avenue,
Louisville, Ky.

Hoffman Bros. Packing Co., Inec., 2731
South Soto Street, Los Angeles, Calif.

George Hoffman Packing Co., 4702 South
27th Street, Omaha, Nebr.

Roy L. Hoffman & Son, Route 4, Hagers-
town, Md.

Hogansville Food Packers, Post Office Box
173, Hogansville, Ga.

E. V. Hohener, 2500 Davis Street, San Le-
andro, Calif.

Holiday Frosted Food Co.,
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Holland Supply Co., Holland, Va.

Grover D. Holland, 5306 Summlit Avenue,
Fort Smith, Ark.

Charles Hollenbach, Inc., 2653 Ogden Aves=
nue, Chicago, Ill.

G. Hollenbach,
Road, Chicago, Ill.

J. Lloyd Hollinger, 814 Sixth Street, Lan-
caster, Pa.

Hollinger Meat Products, Inc., Post Office
Box 86, Mechanlcsburg, Pa.

Hollstein's Packing Co., Rushville, Nebr.

Holly Meat Packing Co., 2736 Mag-
nolia Street, Oakland, Calif.

Walter Holm & Co., 827 Grand Avenue,
Nogales, Ariz.

330 New Park Avenue,

Inec, Box 653,

150 Laurel

1100 West Marquette
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Holt Packing Co., Holt, Mich.

P. E. Holz Sons Co., Box 2666, Charleston,
W. Va.

Home Packing Co., First and Chestnut
Streets, Terre Haute, Ind.

The Home Packing Co., Lagrange Street,
Toledo, Ohio.

Homestead Prov. & Packing Co., 321 Bald-
win Street, Hays, Pa.

Hoosier Veterinary Laboratories,
Thorntown, Ind.

Hopfman Bros. Inc., 526 Water Street,
Clinton, Mass.

Hopkins Packing Co., Blackfoot, Idaho.

Hopkinson and Haigh, 857 East Russell
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

H. C. Hoppe Co., Box 36, Oakwood, Wis.

Everett C. Horlein & Son, 669 Howard
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

George A, Hormel & Co., Austin, Minn.

Joe Horovitz, ¢/o Dixon Packing Co., Cal-
houn Road, Houston, Tex.

L. P. Horst, Jr., Route 80, Harrlsburg, Pa.

Geo. V. Hoskings Meat Packer, 2601 Cleve-
land Avenue, National Clity, Calif.

E. B. Hostoffer, Mount Pleasant, Pa.

Hot Shoppes, Inc., 1234 Upshur Street NW.,
Washington, D. C.

Houlton Packing Co., Inc., Route 2, Abi-
lene, Eans.

House of Costa, Peaks Island, Portland,
Maine.

Houston Packing Co.,
Boulevard, Houston, Tex.

Hubbard Packing Co., 1343 Hubbard Street,
Chicago, Ill.

Hubbell & Sons Packing Co., 114 Milam
Street, Houston, Tex.

Hudson Packing Co., Inc., 95 Central Ave=
nue, Jersey City, N. J.

H, M. Huffman, Route 1, Vandergrift, Pa.

Hughes Packing Co:;, R. F. D. 1, Oberlin,
Ohio.

Hughes Sausage Co., Post Office Box 70,
North Little Rock, Ark.

Huler Beef Co., 4070 Deming Street, De-
troit, Mich.

The Hull & Dillon Packing Co., West 4th
Street, Pittsburg, Kans.

Humphrey-Mace Meat Co., North First
Street, Dixon, Calif.

The Humko Co., 1702 North Thomas Street,
Memphis, Tenn.

Chas. J. Hunn, 238 East Main Street, Chil-
licothe, Ohio.

Hunt Potato Chip Co., 70 Lake Avenue,
Worcester, Mass.

Hunter Packing Co., Post Office Box 231,
East St. Louis, Ill.

Huntington Packing Co., Inc., Box 322,
Huntington, Ind.

H. Hurwitz, 328 Waverly Avenue, Newton,

Inec.,

3301 Navigation

Hygrade Food Products Corp., 2811 Michi-
gan Avenue, Detroit, Mich.

Hy-Grade Meat Specialties Co., 4990 Jack-
son Street, Denver, Colo.

Hy-Mark EKosher Meat Products Corp., 968
Longfellow Avenue, Bronx, New York.

Hynes Packing Co., 16400 S, Downey Ave-
nue, Paramount, Calif.

Idaho Meat Packers Inc., Caldwell, Idaho,

Idaho Packing Co., Box 549, Twin Falls,
Idaho.

Ideal Packing Co., Ine., 30805 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angles, Calif.

Illinois Meat Co., 3939 Wallace St., Chicago,
.

Illinois Packing Co., 911-983 West 37th
Place, Chicago, I1l.

Imhof Packing Co., Inc.,, 227 Washington
Street, New York, N. Y.

Independent Dressed Beef Co., Post Office
Box 1166, Morgantown, W, Va.

Independent Meat Co., Inc., Post Office Box
430, Twin Falls, Idaho.

Inland Products, Inc., Box 926, Columbus,
Ohio.

International Food Products Co.,, 4705
South Christlana Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

Interstate Beef Co., 4 Commercial Street,
Boston, Mass.
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Towa Beef Co., Inc., 756 South Market Street,
Boston, Mass.

Irish & McBroom Packing Co., 800 Coburg
Road, Eugene, Oreg.

J. & A, Meat Sales, 1200 Roosevelt Street,
Stony Creek, Pa.

Jackson Packing Co., 2520 South Gallatin
Street, Jackson, Miss.

Jackson Packing Co., Rosedale Avenue and
G. M. & Co., Railroad, Jackson, Tenn.

Jackson Packing Co., Inc., Marianna, Fla.

Jacobs Packing Co., 1416 Adams Street,
Nashville, Tenn.

John Jacobsmuhlen, Route No. 2, Box 125,
Cornelius, Oreg.

M. Jacobson & Sons Co., Inc., 218 South-
bridge Street, Auburn, Mass.

Janert Bros. Wholesale Meats, 1000 West
Raymond Street, Indianapolis, Ind.

Jefferson Packing Co., 500 Observer High-
way, Hoboken, N. J.

Jiffy Steak Co., 1497-1499 Third Avenue,
Freedom, Pa.

Johann Packing Co., 17170 Mitchell Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Carl R. Johnson Wholesale Meats, 4115
South Westnedge Avenue, Kalamazoo, Mich.

Howard Johnson's Inc., §7-13 218th Street,
Queens Village, N. Y,

Howard Johnson Inec., of Florida,
Northwest 26th Avenue, Miami, Fla,

J. G. Johnson, Inc., Arthur Avenue and
Third Street, San Francisco, Calif.

Johnson Food Co., 201 Lee Street, Post
Office Box 665, Colorado Bprings, Colo.

Johnson Meat Products Co., Inc., Pocomoke
City, Md.

Johnstown Packing Co., Johnstown, Pa.

Jones-Chambliss Co., Post Office Box 2389,
Jacksonville, Fla.

The Jones Dalry Farm, Fort Atkinson,
Wis.

Jones Packing Co., Box 767, Dodge City,
Kans.

Jones Packing Co., Second and Jackson
Streets, Paducah, Ky.

Jones Sausage Co., R. F. D. 2, Danville, Va.

Jordan Meat & Livestock Co., 1226 West 33d
South, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Joseph Packing Co., Box 273, Connellsville,
Pa
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Gus Juengling & Son, Inc., 2869 Massachu-
setts Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohlo.

Juniata Packing Co., R. F. D. 2, Tyrone, Pa.

K & B Packing Co., 4800 Washington
Street, Denver, Colo.

Kadish & Milman Beef Co.,, 138 Newmar-
ket Square, Boston, Mass.

The E. Eahn's Bons Co., 3241 Spring Grove
Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

George Kalser Packing Co., 81 North 1st
Street, Eansas City, Eans.

Kansas City Chip Steak Co.,
12th Street, Kansas City, Mo.

Kansas City Dressed Beef Co., 77 South
James Street, Eansas Clty, Kans.

Kansas Packing Co., 822 Greenwich Street,
New York, N. Y.

Kansas Packing Co., 406 East 21st Street,
Wichita, Kans.

I. Kaplan, 218 Hull Avenue, Olyphant, Pa.

Kappler Packing Co., 8356 Pontiac Road,
Ann Arbor, Mich.

Fred Karg, Box 5636, Kenton Station,
Portland, Oreg.

Wm. Earn & BSons, 922 Taylor Avenue,
Columbus, Ohio.

W. F. Kastelberg & Co., 15 North 17th
Street, Richmond, Va.

Kaufman Meat Co., 8th and Bayshore,
San Jose, Calif,

Kaw Valley Packing Co., Inc., 17 South
James Street, Kansas Clty, Kans.

EKay Packing Co.,, 17 North Loulsiana,
Houston, Tex.

Kearns Packing Co., 228 Wayne Street,
Mansfield, Ohio.

Eeck’s Market, Second and Market, Rich«
mond, Va.

H. H. Kelm Co., Box 690, Nampa, Idaho.

Eelble Bros.,, Berlin Heights, Ohio.

1121 East
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Keller Bros., St. Helena, Calif.

Eelley Packing Co., 1089 Chehalis Avenue,
Chehalis, Wash.

Thomas J. Kelly Beef Co, 30 Newmarket
Bquare, Boston, Mass.

Kelly Foods Inc., Poplar Street, Jackson,
Tenn.

Herman Kemper’s Sons, Inc., 2124 Baymil-
ler Street, Cincinnati, Ohio.

EKenmore Packing Co., Route 4, Box 204,
Bothell, Wash.

Kenosha Packing Co., Inc., Post Office Box
509, Eenosha, Wis.

Eenton Packing Co., North Columbia
Boulevard and Burrage, Post Office Box 5666,
Eenton Station, Portland, Oreg.

Kerber Packing Co., Post Office Box 78,
Elgin, I11.

Lee G. Eern and Son, 580 Main BStreet,
Slatington, Pa.

John Eern and Son,
Btreet, Portland, Maine.

Eern Valley Packing Co., Post Office Box
1229, Bakersfield, Calif.

Kesslers, 706 Hummel Avenue, Lemoyne,
Pa.

Klilsheimer Bros., Inc., 1900 B!aden.aburg
Road, NE., Washlngton D. C.

King Stea.k Co., 3485 Janney Street. Phila-
delphia, Pa.

Kingan and Co., Inc., Maryland and Black-
ford Streets, Indianapolis, Ind.

King’s Food Products, Inc.,, 5255 North
Broadway, St. Louis, Mo.

Kingston Beef Corp., 12-18 Meadow Street,
Post Office Box 701, Kingston, N. Y.

T. F. Kinnealey and Co., Inc., 20 New-
market Square, Boston, Mass.

Harvey A. Kipp, Rural Free Delivery 1,
Bethlehem, Pa.

Alvin Kirsh, 1010 West Cary, Richmond,
Va.

I. Klayman and Co., 876 North 48th Street,,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Mathew F. Klein Co., 1016 Napoleon, De-
tro*’, Mich.

F. A. Elein Provision Co., Box 14, Turtle
Creek, Pa.

Klinck Brothers, 588 Howard Street, Buf-
falo, N. Y,

Klinck and Schaller Inc.,, 620 Babcock
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Klubnikin Packing Co., 3425 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Edw. J. Eluener, 12023 Bader Street, Cin-
cinnati, Ohio.

EKnauss Bros., Fulton Street, Poughkeepsie,

Y

251 Commercial

E. W. Enauss and Son, Quakertown, Pa.

E. W. Knelp, Inc.,, 911 West Fulton Street,
Chicago, Ill.

Knoxville Abattoir Co., North Central Ave-
nue, Knoxville, Tenn.

Enudson Packing Co., West Oneida Street,
Preston, Idaho.

Koch Beef Co., Inc,, 248 North Adams,
Louisville, Ky.

A. Koch’s Sons, 2000 Sidney Avenue, Cin-
cinnati, Ohio.

E. A. Kohl Packing Co., Inc., 1320 Ethan
Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohlo.

Chas. Koppenhaver, 566 North Second
Street, Lykens, Pa.

Stanley Eornas, 4605 West 26th Avenue,
Gary, Ind.

Eorona Food Products, Inc.,
Abbey Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio.

Kosher Zion Sausage Co, 163-167 South
Water Market, Chicago, Ill.

Kosh-R-Best, Ine.,, 620 Albany Avenue,
Hartford, Conn.

Krall's Meat Market, Lebanon County,
Schaeferstown, Pa.
1m‘Krarner Beef Co., 240 River 8t., Scranton,

J. Fred Kraus Sons, 2510 Dulany Street,
Baltimore, Md.

Kreinberg and Erasny Inc., 3300 West 66th
Btreet, Cleveland, Ohio.

Erey Packing Co., 2100 Bremen Avenue,
St. Louis, Mo,

2115-2117
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Kriel Packing Co., Inc., 137 South Warwick
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

Kummer Meat Co. Route 4, Hillsboro,
Oreg.

Kunkel Packing & Provision Co., 2007
Broadway, Quincy, Ill.

Kungzler & Co., Inc., 648 Manor Street,
Lancaster, Pa.

Kwiatkowski Bros.,
Buffalo, N. 7.

Ewick Steak Co., Fairburn, Ga.

N. Lachapelle & Sons, 8-10 Charles Street,
Worcester, Mass.

LaChoy Food Products, Division of Be-
atrice Foods Co., Archbold, Ohio.

Lackawanna Beef & Provision Co., 1000-
1006 South Wyoming Avenue, Scranton, Pa.

Lakeside Products Co., Walled Lake, Mich,

Lakeview Farm Meat Market, Inc., 2002
Fourth Street NE. (mail) 1511 Good Hope
Road SE., Washington, D. C.

Lamoni Packing Co., Inc., Lamoni, Iowa.

Lampe Market Company, 1850 Dakota Ave-
nue, South, Huron, S. Dak.

Lampert Beef Co., Inc., 69 South Market
Street, Boston, Mass.

Landers & Co., Post Office Box 6642, Stock-
yard Station, Denver, Colo.

Landy Packing Co., Box 251, St. Cloud,
Minn.

M. Lapin & Sons Co., 316-330 Callowhill
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Isadore Lapine, 46 KEenillworth Avenue,
Toledo, Ohio.

V. LaRosa & Sons, Inc., Jacksonville Road
and County Line, Hatboro, Pa.

Larson Brothers Co., Inc., 226-228 North
James, Kansas City, EKans.

Guy A. Laurents Packing Co., 2700 Dwen-
ger Avenue, Fort Wayne, Ind.

Lawrence Corp., 527 West 41st Street, Chi-
cago, Il

Lawton Meat Supply, East End of "D”
Street, Box 1187, Lawton, Okla,

H. W. Lay & Co., Inc., 4520 Peachtree In-
dustrial Boulevard, Chamblee, Ga.

T. L. Lay Packing Co., 400-402 East Jack-
son Avenue, Knoxville, Tenn.

C. W. Layer & Co., 1516 Story Avenue,
Louisville, Ky.

Leduc Packing Co. Post Office Box 327,
Springfield, Mo.

D. L. Lee & Sons, Alma, Ga.

Lee Foods, 137 Franklin Avenue,
Scranton, Pa.

John J. Leech 154 Cross Street Market,
Baltimore, Md.

Leeds Packing Co., Inc., Leeds, Ala.

Olin M., Leidy, R. D. 1, Souderton, Pa.

Lem's Caterers, 125 Sisson Street, Paw-
tucket, R. I.

Leon's Famous Pit Bar B-Q,
Ewing Avenue, Dallas, Tex.

Lester Packing Co., Linton, Ind.

Levin Dressed Beef Co., Inc., 816 Noble
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Abraham Levine, 8 Center Street, Ellen-
ville, N. Y.

Levy Brothers, Post Office Box 41, Augusta,

Joe Lewis & Sons Kosher Meat Market,
1914 Hamilton Street, Houston, Tex.

Lewis & McDermott, Second and Harrison
Streets, Berkeley, Calif,

Lewis River Meat Co., Route 1, Box 21%,
Woodland, Wash.

Libby-. HcNelu-leby. Union Stock Yards,
Chiecago, Ill.

John Liber, Route 3, Alliance, Ohlio.

Liberty Meat Packers, Route 1, Eagle, Idaho

Liberty Packing Co., 800 East Las Vegas
Street, Colorado Springs, Colo.

Robert Lieberman, 404 West 13th Street,
New York, N. Y.

Liebman Packing Co., Box 7, Green Bay,
‘Wis.

E. C. Lightle, 2071 Payne Street, Columbus,
Ohio.

The Lima Packing Co., 215 South Central
Avenue, Lima, Ohio.

Lincoln Beef Co., 137 Newmarket Square,
Boston, Mass.

144 Detroit Street,

Inc.,

101 North
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YLincoln Meat Co., 3800 South Halsted
Street, Chicago, Ill.

Lindner Packing & Provision Co., 1624-30
Market Street, Denver, Colo.

Lingo Packing Co., Route No. 1, Jonesboro,
Tenn.

Lipoff's Wholesale Meats, 828-830 Callow-
hill Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Lisbon Sausage Co., 433 South Second
Btreet, New Bedford, Mass.

Little Mexico Frozen Foods, South Chad-
bourne Street, San Angelo, Tex.

Little Rock Packing Co., Foot East 4th
Street, Little Rock, Ark.

Little's Wholesale Meat House, 214 East
Middle Street, Hanover, Pa.

Litvak Meat Co., 5900 York Street, Denver,
Colo,

Lloyd Packing Co., 1038 North Canfleld-
Niles Road, Youngstown, Ohio.

George J. Lochmann Packing Co., Fort
Dodge Route, Dodge City, Kans.

8. Loewenstein and Son, 1945 Adelaide
Street, Detroit, Mich.

8. 8. Logan & Son, Inc., 1835 Third Avenue,
Huntington, W. Va.

The Lohrey Packing Co., 2827-2820 Mas-
sachusetts Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Lombardi Brothers Wholesale Meats, 1926
West Elk Place, Denver, Colo.

Lone Star Packing Co., 812 Live Oak
Street, Houston, Tex.

The Long Dressed Beef Co., West 68th
Street and Blg Four R. R., Cleveland, Ohio.

Longino & Collins, Inc., 3625 Tulane, New
Orleans, La.

Longview Meat Co., Post Office 776, Long-
view, Wash.

Los Banos Abattolr, Post Office Box 949,
Los Banos, Calif.

Los Hispanos Provision Co., Inc., 528 Craven
Street, Bronx, N. Y.

Louisville Beef Co. 210 Adams Street,
Louisville, Ky.

Loulsville Provision Co., 914-920 East Mar-
ket Street, Louisville, Ky.

Loup Valley Packing Co., Loup City, Nebr.

Loveland Packing Co., Inc., Post Office Box
178, Loveland, Colo.

Lovitt Beef Co., Inc., 315 Canal Street,
Providence, R. I.

Lowrey's Freshies, Inc., 208 South Kala-
math Street, Denver, Colo.

Loyal Packing Co., 3313-27 West 4Tth
Street, Chicago, Ill.

Luce & Co., 300 Eansas Street, San Fran-
clsco, Calif.

Luck Bros. Co-op Packing Co., 425 North
Second Street, Milwaukee, Wis.

M. Luck, Inc., 2345 North 18th Street, Mil-
waukee, Wis.

Luedke Brothers, Inc.,, 2601 North 15th,
Sheboygan, Wis.

Luer Bros. Packing & Ice Co., 725 East
Broadway, Alton, Il

Luer Packing Co., Inc., 3026 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif,

Lughbill Bros., Ine., Archbold, Ohio.

Peter J. Luger & Sons, Inec., First Avenue,
Geneva Hill, Beaver Falls, Pa.

Lukon Meats, R. D. 3, Burgettstown, Pa.

Lu-Tex Packing Co., Inc., Box 688, Luling,
Tex.

Luther's Locker & Packing Co., 409 Grant
Street, Holdrege, Nebr.

Lutz Packing Co., 3205 South Rural Street,
Indianapolis, Ind.

Lykes Bros., Inec., Post Office Box 1690.
Tampa, Fla.

Lykes Bros., Inec., of Georgla, Sylvester
Road, Albany, Ga.

M. & C. Foods, Inc., 1820 North Major
Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

M. & D. Provision Co. 1120 West 47th
Place, Chicago, Ill.

MFA Packing Division, East Mill Straet
Road, Springfield, Mo.

M. & M. Packing Co., Iola, Kans.

Maass-Hartman Co., 621 West Ray Street,
Indianapolis, Ind.

M. M. Mades Co., Inc., 67 South Street,
Somerville, Mass.
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Madison Beef Co., 8 North Delaware Ave-
nue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Madison Packing Co., 12th and Greenwood
Streets, Madlison, I11

Macarthur Packing Co., 4th and Halstead
Street, Hutchinson, Kans.

MacKimm Bros., Inc., 3727 South Falsted
Street, Chicago, Il

Mahon-Bonenberger Packing Co., 2761
North Kentucky Avenue, Evansville, Ind.

Maler Bros., 497 Harmon Avenue, Colum-
bus, Ohio.

Maierson Wholesale Meat, 621 West Ray
Street, Indianapolis, Ind.

Makple Co., 1724 First Street, San Fer-
nando, Calif.

Joseph Maleckl, 191 Person Street, Buffalo,
N.Y,
H. E. Malone, Route 1, Box 755, Texarkana,
Ark.

Mandarin Food Products, Ine., T48 Ceres
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Manger Packing Corp., 124 South Frank-
lintown Road, Baltimore, Md.

Manileri, Inc., 30th and Oxford Streets,
Philadelphia, Pa.

E. B. Manning & Son, 9531 East Beverly
EBoulevard, Pico, Calif.

Manning Dressed Beef, 2601 North Sum-
mit, Springfield, Mo,

H. Mapelli & Son, 1525 Blake Street, Denver,
Colo.

Mar Meat Co., 900 Branch Street, St. Louis,
Mo.
g Marhoefer Packing Co. of Iowa, Postville,
owa.

Marhoefer Packing Co., Inc., North Elm
and 13th Streets, Muncle, Ind.
Ar::.al‘arica:ur,-a Packing Co., Box 449, Phoenix,

2z,

Market Cooperative Packing Co., Inc., 4445
South Soto Street, Los Angeles, Calif.

W. S. Marks, Route 2, Box 250, Woodland,
Calif.

Marks & Sons, 3325 West 65th Street,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Marlo Packing Corp., 1955 Carroll Avenue,
San Francisco, Calif.

Marquette Provision Co., 5035 South Hal-
sted Street, Chicago, Ill.

Marshall Packing Co., Union and Swayzee,
Marshalltown, Iowa.

Ezra W. Martin Co., P. O. Box 788, Lan-
caster, Pa.

J. Martinec Packing Co., P, O. Box 1234,
Scotia, N. Y.

Marvel Meats Inc., 97 East Main Street,
Corfu, N. Y.

Maryland Beef and Provision Co., 2139 Eirk
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

Marysville Meat Packing Co., P. O. Box 8
Marysville, Calif.

Maryville Packing Co., 900 East Seventh,
Maryville, Mo.

Massachusetts Packing Co., Inc., 133 New-
market Square, Boston, Ma.as

Master Meat Co., Inc., 310 Johnson Avenue,
Brooklyn, N. ¥,

J. H. Matthews & Son, P. O. Box 54, Sar-
dinia, Ohio,

Maurer-Neuer Corp.,, 100 Meyer Avenue,
Kansas City, Kans.

Oscar Mayer & Co., Inc., 1241-1263 Sedg-
wick Street, Chicago, Ill.

Oscar Mayer Packing Co., 1335 West Sec-
ond Street, Davenport, Towa.

The Mayer Meat Co., 1031 Central, Middle-
town, Ohio.

Mays Brothers, Rural Route No. 6, Greene-
ville, Tenn.

R. E. Maynard Wholesale Meats, 3350 Gris-
wold Road, P. O. Box 58, Port Huron, Mich,

McCabe Packing Plant, Route 29 West,
Taylorville, Ill.

McCandless Packing Co., 334 Rhode Island
Street, Memphis, Tenn.

C. A. McCarthy, Inc.,
Boston, Mass.

MecCook Packing Corp., P. O. Box 960, Mc-
Cook, Neb.

McCook & Gray Packing Co., 406 Wash-
ington Avenue, Houston, Tex.

44 North Street,
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Sam McDaniel and Sons, Route 3, Bedford,
Va.

Archie McFarland & Son, Ine., 2822 South
Main Street, Post Office Box 1853, Salt Lake
City, Utah.

John McEKenzle Packing Co., Inc., 40
George Street, Burlington, Vt.

Joseph McSweeney & Sons, 8. A. L. Rall-
road and Dineen Street, Richmond, Va.

Meats, Inc., 1200 Alaskan Way, Seattle,
Wash.

Meca Meat Co., 2535 East Vernon Avenue,
Los Angeles, Calif,

Medford's, Inc., 18 West Second BStreet,
Chester, Pa.

Medina Provision Co., Medina, N. Y.

Edward Meister, 8¢ South Franklintown
Road, Baltimore, Md.

Melton Provision Co., 1717 South Brazos
Street, San Antonlo, Tex.

Memphis Butchers Association, Inc., 1186
Riverside Boulevard, Memphis, Tenn.

Morris Mendel & Co., Rural Delivery 1,
Norwlich, N. Y.

Menghinl Bros., Inc., Box 226, Frontenac,
Kans.

Menichetti Packing Co., North Clary
Street, Petersburg, Ill.

Menner Packing Corp., 200 Rutgers Street,
Maplewood, N. J.

Merkel, Inc., 9411 Sutphin Boulevard, Ja-
malica, W. Y.

Merkel & Nowmalr, Inc., 8386 Main Street,
Utica, Mich.

Meszaros Bros.,, Inc.,, 1079 South Broad
Street, Trenton, N. J.

Metz Bros. Meats, 2860 Sidney Avenue,
Cincinnati, Ohio.

George H. Meyer Sons, 1601 Overbrook
Road, Richmond, Va.

Henry Meyer’s Sons, Inc., 2855 Sidney Ave-
nue, Cincinnati, Ohlo.

Meyer Packing Co., 3127 Cherokee, St.
Louls, Mo.

Meyer's Packing Co., Chicago and Lafay-
ette Streets, Sloux City, Iowa.

The H. H. Meyer Packing Co., Central Ave-
nue and Linn Street, Cincinnatl, Ohlo.

John Micelle, Lake Charles, La.

A, Michaud Co., 176 West Oxford Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Joe Michel Packing Co., Post Office Box 492,
Meridian, Miss.

Mickelberry's Food Products Co., B01-811
‘West 49th Place, Chicago, Ill.

Mickelberry Sausage Co., 801 West 49th
Place, Chicago, Ill.

Middle Georgia Abattoir, Inec., Post Office
Box 104, Macon, Ga.

Middletown Packing Co., Inc., River Road
and Asylum Street, Middletown, Conn.

Midland Empire Packing Co., Inc., Billings,
Mont.

Mid-South Packers, Inc., Post Office Box
143, Tupelo, Miss.

Mid-State Packers, Inc., Post Office Box
427, Bartow, Fla.

Mid-State Packing Co., Inc.,, 25 Metcalf
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Midtown Veal and Mutton Co., Inc.,, 37
Legal Street, Newark, N. J.

Mid-West Packing Co., 1301 West Broad-
way, Sweetwater, Tex.

Midwest Packing Co. 4823 South 27th
Street, Omaha, Nebr.

Mid West Packing Co. 1310 North Fifth
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.

Mid-Valley Beef Co., Inc., 218 Hull Avenue,
Olyphant, Pa.

Louls Milanl Foods, Inc., 4253 West 40th
Street, Chicago, Il

Roy C. Miles, 106 South Main Street, Liv-
ingston, Mont.

Milikin Packing Co., 4350 South Alcoa
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Millar Bros. & Co., Southeast Corner 35th
and Reed Streets, Philadelphia, Pa.

Miller Abattoir Co. 2014 Pifth Street,
North Bergen, N. J.

Miller Brothers, 918 Chestnut Street, Cam-
den, N. J.
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Miller & Hart, Inc., 46th Street and Packers
Avenue, Union Stock Yards, Chlcago, Il

Miller Packing Co., 15214 T4th Street,
South Seattle, Wash.

Miller Packing Co., 206 Second Street, Oak-
land, Calif.

Charles Miller & Co., North Bergen, N. J.

E. A. Miller & Sons, Hyrum, Utah.

Millers Meats, Star Route, Millersburg,
Ohio.

Miller's Super Markets, Inc., 4120 Brighton
Boulevard, Denver, Colo.

Theo T. Miloch & Son, 4070 Deming Ave-
nue, Detroit, Mich.

Milwaukee Dressed Beef Co. Inec.,, 126
North Muskego Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.

Milwaukee Meat & Provision, 2245 North
Teutonia Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.

Minch's Wholesale Meats, Box 712, Red
Bluff, Calif.

John Minder & Son, Inc., 75 Stockton
Street, Newark, N. J.

Morris Mindick, 12 Intervale Street, Rox-
bury, Mass.

Min Sun Trading Co., 2222 South La Salle
Street, Chicago, Ill.

Minute Steak Co., Box 21, Mitchell Ave-
nue, Burlington, N, J.

The Miracle Ham Co., Inec., 700 North
‘Western Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

Mitchell Packing Co., Box 111, Mitchell,
8. Dak.

Mlotck Beef Co., 5 Washington Street,
Paterson, N. J.

Moberly Packing Co., Box 442, Moberly,
Mo.

Modern Meat Packing Co., 3501 Emery
Street, Los Angeles, Calif.

H Moffat & Co., 1400 Falrfax Avenue, San
Franclsco, Calif.

Mogen David Kosher Meat Products Corp.,
968 Longfellow Avenue, Bronx, N. Y,

Mohawk Packing Co., 1660 Bayshore High-
way, San Jose, Calif.

Mohr, Inc., Route 12, Box 214, Tacoma,
Wash.

Emery M. Molnar, Latchie Road, Millbury,
Ohio,

Monarch Meat Packing Co., 1323 North 6th
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.

Monarch Packing Co., 2496 Orleans, De-
troit, Mich.

Monarch Packing Co., 3026 North Elliott
Avenue, St. Louis, Mo.

Monarch Packing Co., Inc, 89 Margin
Street, Salem, Mass.

Monarch Provision Co., 920 West Fulton
Street, Chicago, Ill.

Monroe Packing Co., 1801 Monroe Street,
Gary, Ind.

Monroe Packing Co., Post Office Box 604,
Monroe, Wash,

Monroe Packing Co., Inc., 400 Ferrano
Street, Rochester, N. Y.

Montana Horse Products, Butte, Mont.

Montana Meat Co., Inec., 1419 Helena Ave-
nue, Helena, Mont.

Montell, Inc,, 105 Muilr Street, Cambridge,
Md.

Montenery Provisions, Connorsville, Ohio.

Montrose Beef Co., Inc., Coxton Road,
Pittston, Pa.

Morgan Packing Co., Inc., Austin, Ind.

Morgan’s Meat Market, 25 East Pattsville
Street, Pine Grove, Pa.

Henry Morlang, Inc,, U. 8. Route 50, Park-
ersburg, W. Va,

John Morrell & Co., Inc., South Iowa Ave-
nue, Ottumwa, Iowa.

John Morrell & Co., 83700 North Grove, Fort
Worth, Tex.

Morrell-Felin Co., 4142 Germantown Ave-
nue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Morris Packing Co., 666 Windsor Street,
Hartford, Conn.

G. L. Morrison, 115 South 24th Street,
Bolse, Idaho.

Morrison & Schiff Corp., 64 Fulton Street,
Boston, Mass.

Morrissey Meats and Provisions, 706 First
Avenue North, Nashville, Tenn.

March 24

Tuorton Bros. Packing Co., Johnson City,
enn.

Motor City Packing Co., 1532 Alfred Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Mt. Angel Meat Co., Mount Angel, Oreg.

M¢t. Sterling Packing Co., East High Street,
Mount Sterling, Ky.

M¢t. Vernon Meat Co., Route 1, Mount Ver-
non, Wash.

Mountain Packing Co., Box 286, Dolores,
Colo.

Mountain Packing Corp., 162 Craven Street,
Asheville, N. C.

Mouret Packing Co., 506 Garland Lane,
Opelousas, La.

C.D. Moyer Co., Silverdale, Pa.

Mulberry Provision Co., Post Office Box
1294, Macon, Ga.

Harry E. Mundy & Son, R. D. 1, Bound
Brock, N. J.

Munhall Packing Co., 805 Ravine Street,
Munhall, Pa.

Munn & Co.,, 426 Third Avenue, North,
Nashville, Tenn.,

Muntean Packing Co., 5238 Russell Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Murphy's Boneless Beef, Lincoln and Weber
Avenue, Stockton, Calif.

Murphy Meat Co., 1809 23d Street, Sacra-
mento, Calif. p

Murray Packing Co., Plainwell, Mich.

Murry's Steaks, Inc., 403 Swann Avenue,
Alexandria, Va.

Mutual Beef & Veal Co., 120 Newmarket
Square, Boston, Mass.

Wm. F. Myers Sons, Inc., Westminster, Md.

Herman Nacker & Co., 2916 West Forest
Home Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.

Lawrence E. Nagel, Marissa, Ill.

Nagle Packing Co.,, 2063 Lansing Road,
Lansing, IIl.

Nalley’s, Inc., 3410 South Lawrence Street,
Tacoma, Wash.

National Meat Packers, Inec., 517 West 24th
Street, Post Office Box N, National City, Calif,

National Provision Co., 117 45th Street,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

National Tea Co., Fergus Falls, Minn.

Natural Bridge Packing Co., 4220-4222 Nat-
ural Bridge, St. Louis 15, Mo.

Nea Agora Packing Co., 953 West Lexing-
ton Street, Chicago 7, Ill.

D. E. Nebergall Meat Co., Post Office Box
188, Albany, Oreg.

Nebraska Beef Co., 36th and I Streets,
Omaha 7, Nebr.

Ned Cloud Packing Co., 1511 South Kansas,
Springfield, Mo.
NNéesa Sausage Co., Route 6, Greensboro,
Nefl's Meat Market, Main Street, Yoe, Pa.

E. P. Nelson, 504 West Maywood Street,
Peorla b, I1l.

Frank A. Nelson, Route 2, Box 112, Lud-
ington, Mich.
5 h{ﬂlson Meat Co., Post Office Box 152, Coyote,

alif.
MNanninger Packing Co., Cape Girardeau,

0.

P. H. Ness, Route 2, York, Pa.

Neuhoff Bros., Packers, 2821 North Alamo,
Dallas 1, Tex.

Neuhoff Packing Co. (Swift & Co.), 1307
Adams Street, Nashville, Tenn,

New Bedford Linguica Co., 56 Davis Street,
New Bedford, Mass.

New Bern Provision Co., Highway 17, New
Bern, N. C.

New Castle Packing Co. Post Office Box
416, County Line Road, New Castle, Pa.

New City Packing & Provision Co., 147
South Water Market, Chicago, Ill.

The New-Cooperative Co., Dillonvale, Ohio.

New England Provision Co., Inc., 960 Mas-
sachusetts Avenue, Boston 18, Mass,

New Hampshire Provision Co., Inc., 698 Is-
lington Street, Portsmouth, N. H.

Newsom Packing Co., Mount Vernon, Tex.

Nichols-Foss Packing Co., 201 Morton
Btreet, Bay City, Mich.
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Niebergall & Martini, Inc., 4415 Eoff Street,
Wheeling, W. Va.

Edgar Nimmer, 2719 North 3d Street, Mil-
waukee, Wis.

G. B. Nissen Packing Co., Inc., Webster
City, Iowa.

Noble Packing Co., Inc., 816 Noble Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Noble's Independent Meat Co., Post Office
Box 1020, Madera, Calif.

Nola Beef Co., Post Office Box 24, Arabi,
La.

Normal Meat Co., 4021 South Normal Ave.,
Chicago, Iil.

North American Packing Co., 93-95 South
Market Street, Boston, Mass.

North East Packing Co., 20 Water Street,
Somerville, Mass.

North End Manufacturer, 364 Brightman
Street, Fall River, Mass.

North End Provision Co., 644 North Under-
wood Street, Fall River, Mass.

North Platte Packing Co., 2400 East Eighth
Street, North Platte, Nebr.

North River Meat Co., Inc., 449 West 13th
Street, New York, N. Y.

North Side Packing Co., 2200 Spring Garden
Avenue, North Side, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Northside Packing Co., 3100 Colerain Ave-
nue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Norwich Packing Co., 24 North Thames
Street, Norwich, Conn.

Abe Novack, 20 Balmforth Avenue, Dan-
bury, Conn.

E. F. O'Berry, Post Office Box 111, Suflolk,
Va.

J. F. O'Neill Packing Co., 25th and Z Streets,
Omaha, Nebr.

O. K. Packing Co., Goodland, Kans.

0. E. Packing Co., Tecumseh, Okla.

Oakland Meat Co,, 3823 South Halsted
Street, Chieago, Ill.

Clarence Obermeyer, 1223-26 Bank Street,
Cincinnati, Ohio.

Ocoma Foods Co.,
Omaha, Nebr.

Ogden Dressed Meat Co., Post Office Box
205, Ogden, Utah.

Ohio Packing Co., 3245 East Fifth Avenue,
Columbus, Ohio.

The Ohio Provision Co., 6101 Walworth
Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio.

Oklahoma City Packing Co., 1300 South-
west 15th Street, Oklahoma City, Okla.

Okmulgee Packing Co., 1500 West Fourth
Street, Okmulgee, Okla.

Old Yankee Foods,
Seattle, Wash.

George Oldani & Co., 202 South Ninth
Street, St. Louis, Mo,

Oldani Brothers Sausage Co., 2201 Edwards
Btreet, St. Louis, Mo.

Old Smoky Packing Co., Inc., Post Office
Box 112, Middletown, Pa.

Olesky Packing Co., Tallmadge, Ohio.

Omaha Dressed Beef Co., 4640 South
81st Street, Omaha, Nebr.

Omaha Packing Co.,
Newark, N. J.

Omaha Packing Co., Inc., 120 South Market
Street, Boston, Mass.

On-Cor Food Products, 1227 West Fulton
Street, Chicago, I11.

Ontario Meat Packing Co., Ontario, Oreg.

Orange County Meat Co., 11666 East Bolsa
Avenue, R. D. 3, Santa Ana, Calif.

Orange Co. Packing Co., Inc., Chester, N. Y.

Orleans Canning Co., Jamestown, N. Dak.

Orofino Mercantile Co., 209 Johnson Ave-
nue, Orofino, Idaho.

Orvis & Clinger, Inc., 5000 East Fremont
Street, Stockton, Calif.

Orvis Bros & Taylor, Post Office Box 41,
Modesto, Calif.

Osborne Stock Farms, 8275 Central Avenue,
NE., Minneapolis, Minn.

I. Oscherwitz & Sons, 6569 West Sixth Street,
Cincinnati, Ohio.

Osher Bros. Co., 1840 North Ridge Road,
Elyria, Ohlo.

810 Farnam Street,

700 Fifth South,

71 Paris Street,
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Oswald & Hess Co., 1550 Spring Garden Ave=
nue, North Side, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Otoe Food Products Co. Nebraska City,
Nebr.

Ottman & Co., Inc., 2 Ninth Avenue, New
York, N. Y.

Owen Bros. Packing Co., Inc.,, U. 8. High-
way 11 South, Meridian, Miss.

Maurice Owsowitz & Son, 17-21 Newell
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

P & B Packers, Inc., 18th and Vine Streets,
Hays, Kans.

P.D. & J. Meats, Box 392, Kent, Wash.

P. & H. Packing Co., 7036 Second Avenue,
Dallas, Tex.

Pace Packing Co., Inc., 1300 West Broad-
way, Sweetwater, Tex.

Pacific Meats, Route 6, Box 740, Puyallup,
Wash.

Pacific Meat Co., Inc., Eenton Station,
Post Office Box 5636, Portland, Oreg.

Pahler Packing Corp., R. F. D. No. 1, Pots-
dam, N. Y.

Paige Meat Co., 4220 Natural Bridge, St.
Louis, Mo,

Palmer Packing Co., Post Office Box 658,
Candelario Road, Albuguerque, N. Mex.

Palmyra Bologna Co., Inc., Palmyra, Pa.

Howard Pancero & Co., 256-260 Stark Street,
Cineinnati, Ohio.

Panhandle Packing Co., Box 206, Alliance,
Nebr.

Panhandle Packing Co., Inc., Pampa, Tex.

Paragon Food Products, Inc. 431 Somer-
ville Street, Manchester, N. H.

Wm. C. Parke & Sons, 72¢ West 21st Street,
Ogden, Utah.

Parker House Sausage Co., 4605 South
Staute Street, Chicago, Ill. '

Parker Sausage Co., De Garis Mill Road,
Georgetown, Ky.

H. G. Parks, Inc., 2509 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue (rear), Baltimore, Md.

Parks Sausage Co., 2460 Woodbrook Avenue,
Baltimore, Md.

Parks, Harris & Co., Columbia, Tenn.

Anthony Parillo, Inc., 1347 Hartford Ave-
nue, Johnston, R. I.

Parrot Packing Co., Maumee Road, Fort
‘Wayne, Ind.

Parsell Beef Co., 313 West Water Street,
Flint, Mich.

Pasco Meat Products, Inc., 618 Howard
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Pashigan Brothers, 2816 18th Street, De-
troit, Mich.

Urban N. Patman, Inc., 3290 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Pavettl Sausage Mfg. Co., 2261 North Lin-
den Avenue, Trinidad, Colo,

Payne Sausage Co., Rural Route 6, Jones-
boro, Tenn.

Pearl Packing Co., Inc,, 710 North West
Street, Madison, Ind.

Peck Meat Packing Corp., 2215 West Scott
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.

Peer Food Products Co., 1400 West 46th
Street, Chicago, Ill.

Peerless Packing Co., 3200 West 65th Street,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Peet Packing Co., Chesaning, Mich.

John M. Peluso, Rural Delivery Number 1,
New Castle, Pa.

Penczek Bros., Room 214, Exchange Build-
ing, Union Stock Yards, Chicago, Ill.

Penford Packing Co., 127th Street and
State Road, Lemont, I11.

E. W. Penley, 37 Enight Street, Auburn,
Maine.

Penn Beef Co., 215 West Norris Street, Phil-
adelphia, Pa.

Penn Packing Co., 630 Callowhill Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Peoples Market, Yerington, Nev,

People's Market, Roberts & Oelwein, Inc,,
SBixth and Center Street, Pocatello, Idaho.

People's Wholesale Market, Box 64, Idaho
Falls, Idaho.

Pepper Packing Co., 901 East 46th Avenue,
Denver, Colo.

B. Perlin, 444 Church Street, Norfolk, Va,
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Perretta Packing Co., Brier Hill, N. Y.

Perth Amboy Packing Co., 605 New Bruns-
wick Avenue, Perth Amboy, N. J.

Peschke Packing Co., 313 South Jackson
Street, Ionia, Mich.

Wm. H, Peters, Inc., Seventh and Sayford
Btreets, Harrisburg, Pa.

Peters Meat Products, Inc., doing business
as Claire Mont Packing Co., Wagner Street,
Chippewa Falls, Wis.

Peters Packing Co., Post Office Box 1151
(4000 Peoria Road), Springfield, Ill.

Peters Sausage Co., 5454 West Vernor High-
way, Detroit, Mich.

Peyton Packing Co., Inc., East End of 11th
Street, Cotton Addition South, El Paso, Tex.,
Postoflice Box 106.

Peza's Slaughter House, 60 Armento Street,
Johnston, R. 1.

Pezzner Bros., 18 Cook Street, Ashley, Pa.

Pfaelzer Bros., Inc., 939 West Place, Chicago,
I11.

Philadelphia Boneless Beef Co., 223 Cal-
lowhill Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Philadelphia Dressed Beef Co.,
Moore Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Phillips Packing Co., Race Street, Cam-
bridge, Md.

Gibson Plerce, R. F. D. 3, Suffolk, Va.

Pierce Packing Co., Inc., Billings, Mont.

Bernard 8. Pincus Co., 7356 Callowhill
Street, Philadelphia, Pa. q

Pinkney Packing Co., 2900 Third Street,
Amarillo, Tex.

Pioneer Meat Packers, Box 482, Ontario,

114-128

g.

Pioneer Provision Co., 65 Brady Avenue
NW., Atlanta, Ga.

Pipkin-Boyd-Neal Packing Co., Box 405,
Joplin, Mo.

Piute Packing Co., Postoffice Box 1545,
Bakersfield, Calif.

Pizza Frozen, Inec., 611 Tower Grove, St.
Louis, Mo,

Plat Packing Co., 1410 Fifteenth Street,
Denver, Colo.

Isadore Platt, 3108 Madison Street, Wil-
mington, Del.

E. Wilbur Plitt & Bros., 1900 Retreat Street,
Baltimore, Md.

Ceorge E. Plitt, Inc., 2652 Pennsylvania
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

Plymouth Rock Provision Co., Inc., 2700
Third Avenue, Bronx, N. ¥,

Pocomoke Provision Co,,
Pocomoke, Md.

S. Poehlman, 45121, Ninth Street, Rock
Island, Il1.

Polarized Meat Co.,
Scranton, Pa.

Polettl Sausage Co., 428 Pacific Avenue,
San Francisco, Calif.

John Pollak Packing Co., Box 60, North
Aurora, Ill.

Port Stockton BSausage Co., 1320 South
Aurora Street, Stockton, Calif.

Pontius Meats, rear 14 East Pine Street,
Selinsggrove, Pa.

Portland Provision Co., Postoffice Box 5666,
Eenton Station, Portland, Oreg.

R. E. Poss and Son, R. F. D. 4, Box 493,
Athens, Ga.

Potts Packing Co., 507 West Fourth Street,
Okmulgee, Okla.

Powell Meat Co., West Bainbridge, Ga.

Pratt Packing Co., Magnolia Street, Sul-
phur Springs, Tex.

Prejean’s Wholesale Meat and Products,
Carencro, La.

Premier Packing Co., Inc., 1240 Columbus
Avenue, Boston, Mass.

Premier Smoked Meats,
Sixth Street, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Premium Food Plan, Inc., 4663 Torresdale
Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

B. J. Price, 1126 Engle Street, Chester, Pa,

Prickett Packing Co., Batesvile, Ark.

Pride of Lima Provision Co., 1304 Neu-
brecht Road, Box 567, Lima, Ohlo.

Prim Packing Co., 217 Third Street, Mc-
Donald, Pa.

Front Street,

Postoffice Box 608,

Ine., 85 North
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Prime Packing Co., 2049 North Fourteenth
Btreet, Milwaukee, Wis.

Primeat Packing Co., 2380 20th Street, De-
troit, Mich. :

Prince-Roselll Foods, Ine., 6675 Chestnut
Avenue, Merchantville, N. J.

The Procter & Gamble Manufacturing Co.,
Richmond Terrace & Western Avenue, Port
Ivory, Staten Island, N. Y.

Provisions Meat Co., 2256 Webster Street,
Oakland, Calif.

Pruden Packing Co., Post Office Box 14,
Suffolk, Va.

Prudence Foods, Inc.,, 188 State Street,
Boston, Mass.

Psichalinos Bros. & Co., Inc., 722 Blue Is-
land Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

Puckett Stock Farm, Sayre, Okla.

Punxsutawney Beef & Prov. Co., Punxsu-
tawney, Pa.

Purdy Steak Co., 2730 East Layton Avenue,
Cudahy, Wis.

Pureta Sausage Co., 324 Alhambra Boule-
vard, Sacramento, Calif.

Puritan Beef Co., Inc., 8256 Washington
Street, New York, N. Y,

+ Purity Packing Co., Powell Station, Tenn.

Quaker City Packing Co., Inc., 104 Union
Street, Allentown, Pa.

The Quaker Oats Co., Merchandise Plaza,
Room 345, Merchandise Mart, Chicago, Il

Quaker State Foods Corp., 131 Dahlem
Street, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Quality Meat Packing Co., 4512 South
Alcoa Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Quality Packing Co., Post Office Box 1018,
Lexington, Ey.

Quality Packing House, Inc., Route 1, New
London, Wis.

Quality Packing Plant, South of Sugar Fac-
tory, Sterling, Colo.

Queen Packing Co., Inc., 324 North Ran-
dolph Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Queen Packing Corp., 900 Camphell Street,
Rochester, N. ¥.

R & C Packing Co., 4003 Dahlman Boule-
vard, Omaha, Nebr.

R & R Provision Co., 1240 Pine Street,
Easton, Pa.

R & R Wholesale Veal & Beef, 1538 Wazee
Street, Denver, Colo.

Raber Packing Co., Inc., 100 Apple Street,
Peoria, I11.

Wm. J. Rahe & Sons, East Jackson Street
& Wilson Road, Muncie, Ind,

Earl Rainbow, Palmyra, N. Y,

Randolph Packing Co., Route 2, Randle-
man, N. C.

Randy’s Frozen Meats, 7602 West 55th
Street, Arvada, Colo.

Randy's Steaks, Centerville Road, Manas-
sas, Va.

Rapides Packing Co., Inc., Box 806, Alex-
andria, La.

Raskin Packing Co., 1018 Jay Avenue, Sioux
City, Iowa.

Rath Packing Co.,
Streets, Waterloo, Iowa.

Raton Packing Co., 1216 Brilliant, Raton,
N. Mex.

Frank Rausch & Son, Inc., 1097 William
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Rayner Packing Co.,
Drive, Houston, Tex.

Ray's Abattoir, Blackfoot, Idaho.

Ray's Brand Products, 1920 South 13th
Street, Springfield, Ill.

Abramo Re, 52 Fulton Street, Boston, Mass.

Rea Serum Co., P. O. Box 471, Tallahassee,
Fla.

E. 8. Read, East Fairfield, Vt.

Clair E. Reader, 478 Adams Street, Roches-
ter, Pa.

Real Eosher Sausage Co., Inc,, 15 Riving-
ton Street, New York, N. Y.

Redmond Packing Co., Inc., Box 626, Red-
mond, Oreg.

Reelfoot Packing Co., South 5th Street,
Union City, Tenn.

Wm. G. Rehn's Sons, 450 Bank Street, Cin-
cinnati, Ohio,

Elm and Sycamore

Inec., 3713 Jensen
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George L, Reid, Inc,, 1613-18 Ratreat Street,
Baltimore, Md.

M. Reinfeld & Sons, Inc., 98-100 Prince
Street, Newark, N. J.

Reinhardt Packing Co., 2620 Elliott Ave-
nue, St. Louis, Mo.

Reitz Meat Produets Co., 5608 Raytown
Road, Kansas City, Mo.

Rellable Packing Co., 1440 West 47th Street,
Chicago, Il

Reliable Provision Co., 330-332 Miflin Ave~
nue, Scranton, Pa.

Frank D. Rendulic, 800 Manning Avenue,
McKeesport, Pa.

Reo Foods, Inc., 2025 Indianola Road, Des
Moines, Iowa.

Republic Food Products Co.,
Christiana Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

Rice Meat Packing Co., South 307 Conklin
Road, Veradale, Wash.

C. Rice Packing Co., Patton Street and
Eastern Avenue, Covington, Ky.

R. B. Rice Sausage Co., Inc., Route 3, Lee's
Summit, Mo.

Joseph N. Rice Co.,
Covington, Ky.

C. E. Richards & Sons., 213 West Second
Street, Muscatine, Iowa.

H. Richberg & Son, 2806 Division Street,
Manitowoe, Wis.

Richlor Boneless Pork, Inec., 2766 Webster
Avenue, Bronx, N. Y.

Ridley Packing Co., Duncan, Okla.

Morris Rifkin & Sons, Ine., Union Stock-
yards, South Street, St. Paul, Minn.

Richter’s Food Products, Inc., 1040 West
Randolph Street, Chicago, Ill.

Carl Rittberger, R. F. D. 6, Zanesville, Ohio.

Ritter's, 300 East Philadelphia Avenue, Boy-
ertown, Pa.

The Rittman Packing Co., Inc., Rittman,
Ohio.

Riverside Packing Co., 817 Water Street,
Jackson, Mich.

Robhb Packing Co., Post Office Box 496, Lisle
Road, Lexington, Ky.

A. C, Roberts, Kimberton, Pa.

Roberts & Oake, Inc., 45th Street and Ra-
cine Avenue, Chicago, IIl.

Roberts Packing Co., Kimberton, Pa.

Robertson Packing Co., 303 South Main,
Springfield, Mo.

Robison & Terrell, Fillmore, Utah.

Rochester Independent Packer, 11 Inde-
pendence Street, Rochester, N. Y.

Rochester Packing Co., Hacker Street,
Rochester, Mich.

Rockford Wholesale Beef Co., Stillman Val-
ley, I,

Rocky Mountain Packing Co., Inec., Post
Office Box 1008, Casper, Wyo.

Roddey Packing Co., Inc., 707 Stadium
Road, Columbia, 8. C.

The J. H. Rodman Graff Corp., 309 John-
son Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y,

Roegelein Provision Co., 1700 South Brazos,
San Antonio, Tex.

L. C. Rogers Sausage Co., Route 3, Harrods-
burg, Ky.

Rogers Meat Products, 117 Summer Street,
Fitchburg, Mass.

Rolet Food Products Co., Inc., 24 Bogart
Street, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Roman Packing Co., Box 602, Norfolk, Nebr,

Roman Products Corp., 498 Huyler Street,
South Hackensack, N. J.

Rome Provision Co.,
Street, Rome, Ga.

Roode Packing Co., Falrbury, Nebr.

Max Rosenberg & Co., 300 Johnson Avenue,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

Eugene Rothmund, Ine., 21 South Street,
Somerville, Mass.

Roos Packing Co., 2210 Kentucky Avenue,
Indianapolis, Ind.

Riverside Meat Co., 1614 Puyallup Avenue,
Tacoma, Wash.

Rose City Packing Co., Inc., West Broad
Btreet, New Castle, Ind.

BSandy Rose Meat Market, 1033 South Ninth
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

47th and

1564 Water Street,

Inc., 105 Pollock
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Rose Packing Co., Inc,, 2129 West Pershing
Road, Chlcago, Ill.
DI;Osehud Packing Co., Box 523, Winner, S.

ak.

Roselle Packing Co., 1201 East Linden Ave-
nue, Linden, N. J.

Rosen Meat Packing Co., 3425 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Rosenthal Packing Co., 2010 North Grove
Street, Fort Worth, Tex.

Rosevale Packing Co., De Witt, Mich,

Roseville Packing Co., Route 1, Box 302,
Springfield, Mo.

Robert E. Ross Abattoir, 2000 West Wash-
ington Street, Springfield, Ohio.

Wm. Roth, 886 Kirby Street, Columbus,
Ohio.

Roth Packing Co., Inc., Glenwood, Iowa.

M. Rothschild & Sons, Inec., 1040 West
Randolph Street, Chicago, Ill.

John Roth & Sons, Inc., 42d and T Streets,
Omaha, Nebr. :

Rountree Packing Co., Hanover, Mich.

J. H. Routh Packing Co., South Campbell
Street, Post Office Box 650, Sandusky, Ohio.

Routh Packing Co., 419 South Sandusky,
Tiffin, Ohio.

A. Rowe Sons Co., First and Linden Streets,
Terre Haute, Ind.

L. E. Rowland & Sons Co., 419 Findley
Street, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Roy Meat, 1756 East 5600 South Street,
Roy, Utah,

Royal Gorge Packing Co., Rhoades Avenue,
Canon City, Colo.

Royal Meat Products Co., 707 Linwood,
Kansas City, Mo.

Royal Packing Co., Post Office Box 1028,
Broderick, Calif.

Royal Packing Co., Inc., 3614 Park Street,
Lawrence, Mass.

Royal Packing Co., 171? North Vandeventer
Avenue, St. Louis, Mo.

Roy’s Food Products, Inc., 2804 South Calu-
met Avenue, Chicago, 111 -

Nathan Rubin, Inc., 2426 Scotten Avenue,
Detroit, Mich.

Rucel’'s Quality Meats, 2226 South 12th
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Ruchti Bros., 10600 Ruchti Road, South
Gate, Calif.

E. J. Rudman & Co., 104 Union Street,
Allentown, Pa.

John Ruddy Packing Co., Old Petrolia
Road, Wichita Falls, Tex. :

Rudy Sausage Co., 2607 McGavock Road,
Nashville, Tenn.

Rudy's Quality Meats,
Landisville, Pa.

Rund Packing Co., Inc., Pirst and Ellsworth
Streets, Lafayette, Ind.

George G. Ruppersberger & Sons, Inc.,
iiﬁgs-zus Pennsylvania Avenue, Baltimore,

Russ Meat Co., Post Office Box 26, Eureka,
Calif.

Russell Packing Co., 3946 Normal Avenue,
Chicago, Ill.

Russell Packing Co., Inc., Long Prairie,
Minn.

Russell Provision Co., 2457 Russell Street,
Detroit, Mich.
Arl;ussellvllle Packing House, Russellville,

Tony Russo, 951 South Ninth Street, Phila-
delphia, Pa.

Rutherford Food Corp., 4 West 13th Street,
Eansas City 6, Mo.

Ryan Packing Co., Blue Run Road, Mays=-
ville, Ky.

Rygg Packing, Inc., East Stanwood, Wash.

8 & 8 Packing Corp., 300 Johnson Avenue,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

8 & S Provislon Co., 621 West Ray Street,
Indianapolis, Ind.

Sabrett Food Products Corp. 50 Colden
Street, Jersey City, N. J.

Bafeway Stores, Inc., Post Office Box 660,
Fourth and Jackson Streets, Oakland, Calif.

Sahlen Packing Co., Inc., 318 Howard
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Broad Street,
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St. Clair Foods Co., Ltd., Lozano Street,
San Juan, Tex.

St. Cloud Meat Packing Co., 14th Street
and Third Avenue South, St. Cloud, Minn.

Ell Salevetz, 13 Brighton Abattolr, Brighton,
Mass.

Salem Commodities,
Street, Oakland, Calif.

Salinas Dressed Beef Co., Inc., Post Office
Box 147, Salinas, Calif.

Edwin Salsburg, Lancaster Pike, Shilling-
ton, Pa.

Salter Packing Co., 4350 Alcoa Avenue, Los
Angeles, Calif.

Sambol Packing Co., Shawnee Street and
Railroad Avenue, Kansas City, Eans.

David Samiof & Sons, 130-132 River Street,
Troy, N. Y.

Samett Packing Co., 5600 York Street, Den-
ver, Colo.

San Antonlo Packing Co., 2000 South La-
redo, San Antonio, Tex.

San Jose Meat Co., Route 2, Box 635, Berry-
essa Road, San Jose, Calif.

Ban Mateo Meat Co., Post Office Box 54,
18th Avenue and Bayshore Highway, San
Mateo, Calif.

Samuel Sandler Kosher, Sausage Manufac-
turing Co., 2207 North 30th Street, Philadel-
phia, Pa.

Santa Maria Meat Co., Route 1, Box 126,
Santa Maria, Calif.

Schaake Packing Co., Inc., Route 1, Ellens-
burg, Wash.

Schaake Packing Corp., Post Office Box 32,
Toppenish, Wash.

Schaffner Bros. Co., 15th and Reed, Erie, Pa.

John Schams, 2300 South Avenue, LaCrosse,
Wis.

Charles S. Schaum, 3914 North 25th Street,
St. Louis, Mo.

Schisler Provision Co., B01 John Street,
Portsmouth, Ohio.

Jacob Schlachter's Sons Co., Ine.,
rain Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

The William Schluderberg, T. J. Kurdle
Co., 3800-3900 East Baltimore Street, Balti-
more, Md.

A. W. Schmidt & Son, Inc¢., 21368 Harford
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

Charles J. Schmidt & Co., 2124 Harford
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

J. Fred Schmidt Packing Co., 253 East Kos-
suth Street, Columbus, Ohio.

Schmidt Packing Co., North Front Street,
Niles, Mich.

Schmidt Provision Co., Matzinger Road,
Toledo, Ohio.

J. J. Schmitt & Co., Inc., 175 Lewis Street,
Buffalo, N. ¥.

J. F. Schneider & Son, Inc., Box 481, Mid-
dlesboro, Ky.

Schneider Packing Co.,
Louis, Mo.

A. D. Schnipper, 1002 Wood Street, Texar-
kana, Tex.

Schott & Co., Inc., 1703 Poydras Street, New
Orleans, La.

Schrader’'s Meat Products, 6561 Plymouth
Avenue, Rochester, N. Y,

John Schramm & §Son,
Street, Missouri, Mont.

Michael J. Schulz, 1000 West
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.

Schuman Provision Co., 641 Kossuth Street,
Columbus, Ohio.

Schwab & Co., 1101 Linwood Boulevard,
Oklahoma City, Okla.

B. Schwartz & Co., 1114 Wood Street, Dal-
las, Tex.

Schwartzman Packing Co., Post Office Box
1368, Albuquerque, N. Mex.

S. Schweid, 238 East Fifth Street, Pater-
son, N. J.

Scloto Provision Co., Daniel Avenue, New-
ark, Ohio.

C. C. Scott & Sons, R. F. D. 2, Wellston,
Ohio.

Seabrook Farms Co., Seabrook, N. J.

Seattle Packing Co., 2203 Alirport Way,
Seattle, Wash.

Inc.,, 201 Fourth

2841 Cole-

146 Victor, St.

534 Plymouth
Mineral
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Sebastopol Meat Co., Box 56, Sebastopol,
Calif

Sechrist Bros., Inc., 32 East Main Street,
Dallastown, Pa.

Dave Segal, Blackfoot, Idaho.

Segal Dressed Beef, West 68th and Big 4
Ralilroad, Cleveland, Ohio.

Seiller's, Inc., 4051-59 North Fifth Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Seltz Packing Co., Inc., 16th and Garfield
Avenue, St. Joseph, Mo.

A, Seles, 110 57th Street, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Alfred P, Seligman, Inc., 416 West 14th
Street, New York City, N. Y.

Sell Meat Co., R, F. D. 3, Johnson City,
Tenn.

Selma Dressed Beef Co., Inc., Post Office
Box 117, Selma, Calif.

A, C. Seman Sons, Box 23, Versailles, Ohio.

A. Servetnick & Sons, 420 North Ninth
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Seven Valley Beef, Inc., Cortland, N. Y.

F, J. Sewald Meat Market Co., Jefferson
County, Festus, Mo.

John Sexton & Co., 500 North Orleans
Street, Chicago, Ill.

Guy Shaffer, R. D. 1, Hooverville, Pa.

Shamokin Beef Co.,, South Fifth Street,
Shamokin, Pa.

Shamokin Packing Co. Inc.,, Post Office
Box 388, Shamokin, Pa.

A, Shapiro Beef Co., 12 Brighton Abattoir,
Brighton, Mass.

Shapiro Beef Co., 139 New Market Square,
Boston, Mass.

K. Shapiro Inc, 2800 Standish, Detroit,
Mich.

Sam Shapiro Wholesale Meats, 1230 Bland
Avenue, Dearborn, Mich.

Shapiro Packing Co., Inc,, New Savannah
Road, Post Office Box 119, Augusta, Ga.

F. W. Shattuck & Co., 30 10th Avenue,
New York, N. Y.

Shaw Packing Co., 404 East Oakland Street,
Tyler, Tex.

Shehan & Co., Inc., 2301 South Washing-
ton Street, Peoria, TIl.

Sheller Bros., Smithville, Ohio.

Shen-Valley Meat Packers, Inc., Timber-
ville, Va.

Sheridan Meat Co., Inc,,
Street, Sheridan, Wyo.

Sherman Slaughtering Co., R. R. 1, Sher-
man, Tex.

Shonyos' Inc., Lydonville, Vt.

Shores Meat Packers, Telfair Road, Sa-
vannah, Ga.

Shreveport Packing Co., Inc., 1801 Kings
Highway, Shreveport, La.

Shull & Trusdale Wholesale Meat Co., 1200
Leaphunt Btreet, West Columbia, 8. C.

Meyer Shulman’s Smoked & Cured Meat
Co., 77 1 Street SE., Washington, D. C.

Sieck Packing Co., Inc., 3660 Placentia
Btreet, Riverside, Calif.

Jacob Siegel, 403-5-7 North New Market
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Slegal & Block Inc., 4805 Calhoun Road,
Houston, Tex,

Biegal Bros.,
Woodbine, N. J.

Siegal-Weller Packing Co., 4535 McDowell
Avenue, Chicago, Ill.

Hans Sterk Meat Packing Co., Post Office
Box 946, Wenatchee, Wash.

Slerra Meat Co., 2424 South Fruit, Fresno,
Calif.

Sigman Meat Co., Inc., 835 East 50th Ave-
nue, Denver, Colo.

Siller Beef Co., 37 Ann Street, Kingston,
N. Y.

Silver Lake Packing Co., R. F. D., Moscow,
Pa.

Silver Falls Packing Co., Post Office Box 26,
9902 North Hurst Avenue, North Portland,

194 North Main

518 Washington Street,

Silver Hill Corp., Franklin and Harrison
Streets, Riverside, N. J.

Silver Skillet Brands, Ine., 7450 North
8t. Louls Street, Skokie, Il

Silverman & Wexler, 37256 South Halsted
Street, Chlcago, Il
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Simon Meat & Provision Co., Inc,, 309-315
North Halsted Street, Chicago, I11.

Sinal Kosher Sausage Corp., 3355 South
Halsted Street, Chicago, Ill.

Singer Bros., 2906 Southwest Second Ave=
nue, Portland, Oreg.

Sioux City Dressed Beef, Inc., 1911 War-
rington Road, Sioux City, Iowa.

Sixth Street Market, Sixth and Pine, North
Platte, Nebr.

Skokie Valley Frozen Foods, Inc., 8135
North Monticello Avenue, Skokie, Il

Skyway Meat Packing Co., Inc., 71-75 Paris
Street, Newark, N. J.

Sluss Bros., North Tazewell, Va.

Smallwood Packing Co,, Middlefield, Ohio.
- Fred Smalstig, 10 Sherman Street, Millvale,

a.

Smelko Bros., Old Rainey Works, Mount
Pleasant, Pa.

Smit & Son, Boyden, Iowa,

B. G. Smith, 72 River Street, Troy, N. Y.

C. B. Smith, Route 3, Parkersburg, W. Va.

H. A. Smith Markets, Inc., 2731 Dove Road,
Port Huron, Mich.

Hubert H, Smith, 509 Young Avenue, Mus=
kegon, Mich.

Lloyd C. Smith, Box 5636, Kenton Station,
Portland, Oreg.

Malcolm Smith, 3721 Old York Road, Phil-
adelphia, Pa.

Smith Packing Co., 1143 South E Street,
San Bernardino, Calif.

Smith Packing Co., Chicago and Prospects
Btreets, Sioux City, Iowa.

Smith Packing Co., 807 Third Avenue
North, Nashville, Tenn.

Smith Packing House, Mohnton, Pa.

Smith's Heat'n Serve Frozen Foods, Inc.,
3303 Secor Road, Toledo, Ohio.

Emithfield Ham & Products Co., Inec.,
Smithfield, Va. -

Smithfield Packing Co., Inc., Smithfield,
Va.

Smithgall & Ging,
Williamsport, Pa.

W. W. Snavely, 4207 York Street, Harris-
burg, Pa.

Snell Packing Co., Inc., Route 3, Clovis,
N. Mex.

Snider Bros. Inc., Blackstone Street, Wil-
kinsonville, Mass.

Snohomish Packing Co., Inc.,, Route 4,
Snohomish, Wash,

Morris Snow & Co., 4070 Deming Street.,
Detroit, Mich.

Solano Meat Co., Post Office Box 728,
Vallejo, Calif.

Somerville Packing Co: 20 Water Street,
Somerville, Mass.

Glen C. Soper, 152 Freedom Street SE.,
Grand Rapids, Mich.

South Philadelphia Dressed Beef Co., Inc.,
232-240 Moore Street, Philadelphia, Pa

South Side Butchers, E. F. D. 4, Box 352,
3001 South Harding Street, Indianapolis, Ind.

South Side Packing Co., 6525 Hamilton
Avenue, Pittsburgh, Pa.

South Side Packing Co., Inc,, 22569 South
Muskego Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.

Southern Farms, Walkersville, Md.

Southern Food Co., 5 Lloyd Street, Baltl-
more, Md.

Southern Foods, Inec., 1616 Murray Street,
Columbus, Ga.

Southern Hotel Supply Co., 1248 Fourth
Street NE., Washington, D. C.

Southern Packing Co., Inc., South Lelia
Street, Post Office Box 867, Texarkana, Tex.

Bouthern Packing Corp., 9 Newcastle
Btreet, Norfolk, Va.

Southern Provision Co., Inc., 1944 Rossville
Boulevard, Chattanooga, Tenn.

Southern Style Foods, Inc.,
Street, Nashville, Tenn.

The Southland Corp., 2828 North Haskell
Street, Dallas, Tex.

Southland Provision Co., Inc., Orangeburg,
8. C.
Southland Provision Co. of Florida, Inc.,
Palatka, Fla.

338 Court Street,

Craighead
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Southwestern Packing Corp.,
Harlingen, Tex.

Sparky's Packing Co., 800 West Eighth,
Pueblo, Colo.

Spencer Packing Co., Box 488, Spencer,
Iowa.

J. Spevak & Co., Inc,, 116 South Central
Avenue, Baltimore, Md.

Spidle Meat Market, 739 Manor Street,
Lancaster, Pa.

James T. Spinos Co., 31 Linden Street,
Somerville, Mass,

Spitzler's Meat Products Co., Inc,, North
Gallatin Avenue Extended, Uniontown, Pa.

Spivack & Onorato, 18756 Main Street,
Bridgeport, Conn.

Sprague Bros. Co., 135 Newmarket Square,
Boston, Mass.

Spring Grove Packing Co., Ine., Spring
Grove, I11.

Springfield Beef Co., 202-208 Lyman Street,
Springfield, Mass,

Springfield Meat Co., Inc., 2860 East Main
Street, Springfield, Ohilo.

Spungin’'s Abattoir, Inc., 330 South Cam-
eron Street, Harrisburg, Fa.

Stadler Packing Co., Inc., 660 Belmont,
Columbus, Ind.

R. W. Staffeld & Sons, 1237 William Street,
Buffalo, N. Y.

Stafford's Market, 608 14th Street, North,
Great. Falls, Mont.

Stahl-Meyer Inc.,, 172 East 127th Street,
New York N. Y.

Stahl Packing Co., Inc., 326 Northwest
Bixth Street, Evansville, Ind.

Standard Beef Co., 151 Cedar Avenue,
Scranton, Pa.

Standard Beef, Inc., 2510 Orleans Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Standard Foods, Inc,
Eighth Street, Louisville Ky.

Standard Meat Co., 514 East Central, Fort
Worth, Tex,

Standard Packing Co., Inc., 201 West North
Street, Kokomo, Ind.
. Stanko Packing Co., Sheridan, Wyo.

Frank A. Stanley Packing Co., 10171 Grav-
ois Avenue, Affton, Mo.

August E. Stapf, 2624 Dulaney Street, Bal-
timore, Md. ;

Star Packing Co.,
Arabi, La.

Star Packing & Cold Storage Co., Sidney,
Nebr.

Star Provision Co., 1200 Howell Mill Road,
Atlanta, Ga.

Star Provision Co., Inc., 2327 First Avenue
North, Birmingham, Ala.

Stark Wetzel & Co., Inc., 725 Gardner
Lane, Indianapolis, Ind.

State Fair Provision Co., 316-330 Callow-
hill Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

State National Kosher Provision Corp., 82—
86 Westerlo Street, Albany, N. Y.

State Packing Co., Inc., 3163 East Vernon
Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Statesville Packing Co.,
Road, Statesville, N. C.

Stauffer Packing Co., 306-308 South Main
Street, Rocky Ford, Colo.

Stearns & Welch Meat Co., 4319 Northeast
Columbia Boulevard, Portland, Oreg.

H. Steele Packing Co., R. F. D. No.

2, Centerville, Iowa.

Steen Bros. Food Stores, 334 West Second
Street, Albany, Oreg.

Stegner Food Products Co., 1026 Township
Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Max Stein Beef Co., 4070 Deming Avenue,
Detroit, Mich.

Steinbach Meat Co., 226-228 North Main
Street, Chariton, Iowa.

Steinbacher Packing Co., Woodruff Lane &
Henry Street, Elizabeth, N. J.

Sam Steinberg, 990 Crescent Street, Brock=
ton, Mass.

O. J. Stelling, Inc., 801 West 49th Place,
Chicago, I1l.

Stephens Packing Co., 2120 Eton Avenue,
Albuquerque, N. Mex.

Box 1068,

720-731 South

164 Esteben Street,

Old Mocksville

'CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Sterling Boneless Beef Co., 705 Callowhill
Street, Philadelphia, Pa.

Sterling Packing Co., Box 87, Sterling,
Colo.

Steuernagel Packing Co., 1325 South Bra-
zos Street, San Antonio, Tex.

Stevens Meat Co., Gonzales, La.

Stock Yards Packing Co., Inc., 1107 West
Fulton Street, Chicago, Ill.

Stoeven Brothers, Post Office Box 716, Rlo
Vista Road, Dixon, Calif.

Stokely-Van Camp, Inc., 905 East Fourth
Street, Falrmont, Minn.

Stokely-Van Camp, Inc., Post Office Box
1113, Indianapolis, Ind.

Stokes Canning Co., 378 Osage Street, Den-
ver, Colo.

Harvey L. Stoltz and Raymond Matz,
Bernville, Pa.

Stoppenbach Sausage Co., River Street,
Jefferson, Wis.

Stor-Dor Service Packing Co., 621 West
Ray Street, Indlanapolis, Ind.

The Stouffer Corp., 3800 Woodland Ave-
nue, Cleveland, Ohlo.

Straub & Smith, 5047 West Chelsea Road,
Indianapolis, Ind.

Strauss Bros. Packing Co., 530 South Mus-
kego Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis,

Streck Bros., 401 West Washington Street,
Belleville, Ill.

A. Darlington Strode, 337 West Union
Street, West Chester, Pa.

Stumpf Brothers Packing Co., 8225 South
Meridian Street, Indianapolis, Ind.

A. C. Stuebben, doing business as Stubgen’s
Meat Market, Isabell Street, Saxonburg, Pa.

The Sturgis Packing Co., R. R. 4, Eenton,
Ohlo.

Suber-Edwards & Co., 1608 West Washing-
ton, Quincy, Fla.

The Sucher Packing Co., 400 North West-
ern Drive, Dayton, Ohio.

The Sugardale Provision Co., 1018 McEin-
ley Avenue, SW., Canton, Ohlo.

Summers Packing Co., North Liberty, Ind.

Sumski Harband & Sumeski, Ine., 1510
Evans Avenue, San Francisco, Calif.

Sunal Kosher Sausage Corp. 3355 South
Halsted Street, Chicago, Ill.

Sunflower Packing Co., Inc., 1200 East 21st
Street, Wichita, Kans,

Sunny Dale Meat Products, 50 Van Buren
Street, Nashville, Tenn.

Sunnyland Packing Co., Dothan, Ala.

Sunnyland Packing Co., Postoffice Drawer
191, Thomasville, Ga.

Superior Meat Products, Inc., 1700 Monroe
Street, Gary, Ind.

Superior Packing Co., 41114119 South
Union Avenue, Chieago, Ill.

Superlor Packing Co., 2103 Wabash Avenue,
St. Paul, Minn.

Superlor Packing Co., Postoffice Box 876,
Broderick, Calif.

Superior Provision Co., Massillon, Ohio.

Superior Provisions, Ine., 1345 German-
town Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa,

Supreme Meat Co. Inc., 314 South 2ist
Street, St. Louis, Mo.

Survall Packing Co., 3207 East Vernon Ave-
nue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Swayze & Garey Packing Co., Edison, Nebr.

Swift & Co. (Neuhoff Packing Co.), 1307
Adams Street, Nashville, Tenn.
mswu't & Co., Union Stock Yards, Chicago,

Joseph Switken Co., 134 West Delaware
Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa.

Syracuse Packing & Prov. Co, Inc., 248
Walton Street, Syracuse, N. Y.

T & T Packing Co., Division Street, Macon,
Ga.

T & W Packing Co., Chicago and Lafayette
Streets, Sloux City, Iowa.

Wm. Taafle & Co., Inc., 1536 Evans Avenue,
San Francisco, Calif.

G. H. Tabron, Route No, 2, Shinnston,
W. Va.

Talmadge Farms, Inc., Lovejoy, Ga.

March 2

Talone Packing Co., West Washington and
R. R., Box 728, Escondido, Calif.

Isaac Tamaren Beef Co., 1515 East Kirby,
Detroit, Mich.

Tankersley Bros. Packing Co., 1017 Grand
Avenue, Fort Smith, Ark. y

Tannehill and DeYoung, Inc., Cass Street
Road, Post Office Box 108, Traverse City, Mich,

Tant Packing Co., 831 Amarouth Avenue,
Laurel, Miss.

Tarpoff & Co.,
Granite City, Il

J. V. Taylor & Co., Wyalusing, Pa.

A. C. Taylor Packing Co., 164 Col Road,
Mount Vernon, Ohio.

Taylor Meat Co., Idaho Falls, Idaho.

The Taylor Provision Co. 63 Perrine Ave-
nue, Trenton, N. J.

Ted's Boneless Beef, Inc., 1256 North Amer=
ican Street, Stockton, Calif,

Telfer Packing Co., Owosso, Mich.

Temptee Product Co., 4655 Washington
Street, Denver, Colo.

Tenda Brand Frozen Foods, Inc., 176 Sad=-
dle River Avenue, Garfield, N. J.

Tennessee Sausage Co., Inc., 205 Southfield,
Ecorse, Mich.

Tennessee Valley Packing Co.,
Street, Columbia, Tenn.

Terry Foods, Inc., 700 West Touhy Avenue,
Park Ridge, Ill.

The Teufel Bros. Co., 3325 West 65th Street,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Texas Meat Packers,
Avenue, Dallas, Tex

Texas Meat & Provisions Co., 311 South
Lamar Street, Dallas, Tex.

Texas Packing Co., 1119 Commerce Street,
Houston, Tex.

Texas Tavern Canning Co., Fair Park, Se-
guin, Tex.

Theede Packing Co., Somonauk, Ill.

The Theurer Norton Provision Co., 3136
‘West 63d Street, Cleveland, Ohio.

Nick Thielman Sausage Co., Rhine Street,
Elkhart Lake, Wis.

Thies Packing Co., Inc., Box 750, Great
Bend, Eans.

Thies Packing of Dodge City, Inc., East
Chestnut Street, Dodge City, Kans,

Thomasma Bros., 701 West Leonard Street,
Grand Rapids, Mich.

Thompson Beef Co., 5437 12th Street, De-
troit, Mich.

Tid-Bit Products Co., 17212 Miles Avenue,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Tieman Packing Co., Fort Morgan, Colo.

Timmerman Packing Co., North Yale and
Dawson Road, Tulsa, Okla.

Titis Food Products, Inc., 175 Main Street,
Agawam, Mass,

Tobin Packing Co., Inc,, 900 Maple Street,
Rochester, N. Y.

E. M. Todd Co., Inc., Post Office Box 786,
West End Station, Richmond, Va.

Tog Packing Co., Inc.,, 1010 Clinton Street,
Buffalo, N. Y.

Tom Boy, Inc., 4363 Clayton Avenue, St.
Louls, Mo.

Torrington Packing Co., Box 540, End of
West C Street, Torrington, Wyo.

Trans World Refining Corp., 137 12th
SBtreet, Jersey City, N. J.

Traverse City Provision Co. Cass Street
Road, Traverse City, Mich.

J. T. Trelegan Co., 41 Clay Street, Cam-
bridge, Mass.

H. Trenkle Co., 1225-1227 Central Avenue,
Dubuque, Iowa.

Trenton Dressed Beef Co., 53-63 Blooms-
bury Street, Trenton, N. J.

Trenton Foods, Inc., T13-A Linwood Boule-
vard, Kansas City, Mo.

Trenton Packing Co., 58-72 Escher Street,
Trenton, N. J.

John W. Treuth & Sons, 334 Oella Ave=
nue, Catonsville, Md.

Tri-Miller Packing Co. Hyrum, Utah,

Triangle Meat Distributors, Inc., 440 West
14th Street, New York, N. Y.

S. Triolo & Son, 1141 South Ninth Street,
Philadelphia, Pa.

1428 Edwardsville Road,

Carter

Inc., 5219 Secons
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Tri Our Steaks, 480 Slocum Street, Exeter,
Pa.

Triplex Packing Co., Route No. 2, Box 80,
Pueblo, Colo.

Trumbull Packing Co., Route No. 2, Sioux
Falls, 8. Dak.

Tru-Value FPood Products, 309 Front Street,
Santa Cruz, Calif,

Trunz, Inc., 2445 Lombardy Street, Brook-
lyn, N. Y.

Turlock Meat Co., Post Office Box 586, Tur=-
lock, Calif.

Turner Bros., 123 East Osage Street, No-
wata, Okla.

Turvey, Inc., Post Office Box 54, 103 South-
east Eighth Street, Oklahoma City, Okla.

Turvey Packing Co., Blackwell, Okla.

Twin City Packing Co., Inc., Sixth and
Cherry Streets, Winston-Salem, N. C.

Uddo & Taormina Co., 527 Chestnut Ave-
nue, Vineland, N. J.

Uintah Packing Co., 400 North Vernal Ave-
nue, Vernal, Utah.

Willlam Underwood Co., 85 Walnut Street,
‘Watertown, Mass.

Union Beef Co.,
Bguare, Boston, Mass.

Union Packing Co., 3030 East Vernon Ave-
nue, Los Angeles, Calif.

Unlon Packing Co., 3855 North Market
Street, St. Louis, Mo.

Union Packing Co. of Omaha, 4501 South
36th Street, Omaha, Nebr.

Unlon Provision & Packing Co., 5138 But-
ler Street, Pittsburgh, Pa.

United Beef Co., 140 Newmarket Square,
Boston, Mass.

Unit-ad Beef Co., Inc., Park Street, Gaflney,

Inc., 131 Newmarket

'Unlted Dressed Beef Co., Inc. 4360 South
Soto Street, Los Angeles, Calif.

United Dressed Meats, 801 North Regal,
Spokane, Wash,

United Home Dressed Meat Co., Ninth Ave-
nue and 31st Street, Altoona, Pa.

United Meat Co., Inc., 3813 Cote Brilliante,
8t. Louis, Mo.

United Packers, Inc., 1018-1030 West 37th
Street, Chicago, Il

United Packing Co,, 20th Street, Benwood,
W. Va.

Universal Beef Corp.,
Square, Boston, Mass.

Ursick Meat Co., 1414 Constitution, Pueblo,
Colo.

U. 8. Packing Co., 16 North Street, Boxton,

119 Newmarket

ass,

Fred Usinger, Inc., 1030 North Third Street,
Milwaukee, Wis.

Utah County Packing Co., Inc., 428 East
2 Bouth, Provo, Utah.

Valentine Co., Inc., Post Office Box 356,
Terre Haute, Ind.

Valentine’s Meat Juice Co., 166 Chamber-
layne Avenue, Richmond, Va.

Valley Meat Co., Box 263, Marysville, Calif.

Valley Meat Co., 123 South Yellowstone,
Sidney, Mont.

Valley Packing Co., Post Office Box 1001,
Pueblo, Colo.

Valley Packing Co., Post Office Box 1525,
Farmington, N. Mex.

Valley Packing Co., 618 Commerce Street,
San Benito, Tex.

Valley Packing Plant, Box 911, Livingston,
Mont.

Valley Sausage Co., Post Office Box 581, La
Grande, Oreg.

Valleydale Packers, Ine., of Bristol, Com-
monwealth Avenue, Bristol, Va.

Valleydale Packers, Inc., Eighth and Iowa
Streets, Salem, Va.

Willlam Van Alstine, Route 1, Box 140,
East Lansing, Mich.

Van Brown Packing Co., 1700 North Yale,
Tulsa, Okla.

Van’s Packing Flant, Box 1802, Boise,
Idaho.

Varano & Troutman Abattoir, Sixth and
Oak Streets, KEulpmont, Pa.

Joseph Venexia & Sons, 601 Moore Street,
Norristown, Pa.
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Venice Maid Co., Inc., Boulevard and
Montrose Streets, Vineland, N. J.

Frank Venuto, 407 North 66th Street, Phil-
adelphia, Pa.

Joseph Venuto, 231-35 Tasker
Philadelphia, Pa.

Verschoor Packing Co., Hospers, Iowa.

Vetter Meat Co., 817 West Lordiman Street,
Eokomo, Ind.

Victor Meat Co., Inec.,
Street, Oakland, Calif.

Victory Beef Co., 567 River Street, Pater-
son, N. J.

Victory Packing Co., 3363 East Fourth
Street, Los Angeles, Calif.,

Victory Beef Co., 2530 Scotten, Detroit,
Mich.

Vienna Sausage Mfg. Co. 1215 South Hal-
sted Street, Chicago, Ill.

Vietti Foods Co., 701 Bradford Avenue,
Nashville, Tenn.

Viking Packing Co., Inc., 241 Mehle Street,
Arabi, La.

Virginia Packing Co., Duncan Avenue,
Virginia, Il

Virginia Provision Co., Inc., Walden Ave-
nue 1745, Cheektowaga, N. Y.

Vogel's Inc., 121 South Second Street,
Pekin, Il

Vogt Packing Co., 4309 South Dort High-
way, Flint, Mich.

J. H. Vollmer & Sons, Bozeman, Mont.

John Volpl & Co., 5258 Daggett Avenue,
8t. Louis, Mo,

Volz Packing Co., B26 East Prairle Avenue,
St. Louis, Mo.

Wabnitz & Deters, 766 West South Street,
Indianapolis, Ind.

‘Wagers Packing Co,, 713 North San Jacinto
Street, Houston, Tex.

Wagner Provision Co., 56 East Broad Street,
Gibbstown, N. J.

G. H. Waldock, Inc., Neilson Avenue, San-
dusky, Ohio.

The Waldock Packing Co., Perkins Avenue
at Campbell Street, SBandusky, Ohlo.

Walden Packing Co., Inc., Route 52, Wal-
den, N. Y.

Walker Bros., 2579 Graham Avenue, Akron,
Ohio.

Walker's Austex Chili Co., 310 San Antonio
Street, Austin, Tex.

Wall Packing Co., R. F. D,, Sturgis, Mich.

‘Wallabout Meat Packing Co., Inc., 108
North Sixth Street, Brooklyn, N. Y.

Wald, Baram, Inc,, 89 South Market Street,
Boston, Mass.

W. W. Meats & Provislons, Shackamaxon
and Allen Streets, Philadelphia, Pa.

Wallace Meat Co., 512 Cedar Street, Box 767,
Wallace, Idaho.

Wallens-Byrne Packing Corp., 196 Guilford
Street, Buffalo, N. Y.

Walti Schilling & Co., Inc., P. O. Box 495,
Santa Cruz, Calif.

Wampler Wholesale Meats, Inc.,, R. F. D.
2, Lenoir City, Tenn.

Wand & Co., Box 193, Slate Hill, N. b

Wardrup Packmg Co. Inc., Letcher County,
Box 36, Blnckley. Ky.

W. H. Warren, 5873 Highway 70, Memphis,
Tenn,

Warrington Packing Co., Inc., Chalfont, Pa.

Warsaw Sausage Co., 3711 Scoville Avenue,
Cleveland, Ohio.

Washington Packing Co., Inc., Box 753,
Washington, N. C.

Watertown Abattoir, Inc.,
S. Dak.

Waterman Packing Co., 73 North Third
Street, Price Utah.

Watsonville Dreszed Beef, Inc., Post Office
Box 629, Watsonville, Calif.

Wayne Packing Co., 25620 Orleans Street,
Detroit, Mich.

Wayne Packing Co., Inc., Front Street,
Rittman, Ohlo.

Weaver's Famous Lebanon Bologna, Inc.,
Post Office Box 525, Lebanon, Pa.

‘Webb Packing Co., Salisbury, Md.

‘Weber & Ritter Co., Inc., Post Office Box 54,
Sumner, Wash.

Btreet,

331 Washington
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Weber's Pickled Meat Products, 492 South
12th Street, Newark, N. J.

Ray Weeks & Sons Co., Inc., 6083 West 32
Mile Road, Richmond, Mich.

Weil Packing Co., 1700 Oakley BStreet,
Evansville, Ind.

Welland Packing Co., Inc., 493 BPBridge
Street, Phoenixville, Pa.

Weiler Packing Co., Inec.,, 11 North Main
Street, Batesville, Ind.

C. W. Weimer, New Central Market, East
Fourth and Bolivar, Cleveland, Ohio.

Welmer Packing Co., 225 McColloch Street,
Wheeling, W. Va.

Weinstein Packing Co., Statlon B, Superior,

is.

Weilsel & Co., Inec., 2113 North Humboldt
Avenue, Milwaukee, Wis.

Weiss Packing Co., R. F. D. 1, Turkey Hol-
low Road, Dinora, Pa.

Wel] & Davies, Payette, Idaho.

Welsh Packing, Co., Box 1644, S. 8. Sta-
tion, Springfield, Mo.

Wenatchee Packing Co., Inc., South Wenat-
chee Avenue, Wenatchee, Wash.

Earl 8. Wenrich, 566 Pennsylvania Avenue,
Sinking Spring, Pa.

John Wenzl Co., 4300 Jacob Street, Wheel=
ing, W. Va.

Charles Werkmeister, 716 Lapeer Avenue,
Port Huron, Mich.

L. E. Werners Sons, 2256 Main Street, Wat=
sontown, Pa.

‘Wessel Brothers, 100 State Street, Belleville,
IIl.

West Coast Meat Co., 9638 Madison Avenue,
Castro Valley, Calif.

West & Ellender, Inc,, M. R. H.,, Sulphur,
La.

R. B. West Co., Inc., 1233 Willlam Street,
Buffalo, N. Y.

Western Boy Meats, Post Office Box 112,
Yakima, Wash,

Western Cattle & Dressed Beef Co., 4773
Calhoun Road, Houston, Tex.

Western Meat Packers, Inc., 1300-1308 West
Seventh Street, Little Rock Ark

Western Meat Packers, Inc., Post Office Box
387, Missoula, Mont.

Western Packing Co., 5747 North Peters
Street, New Orleans, La.

Western Packing Co., Inc., Post Office Box
552, Toppenish, Wash.

Western Pork Packers, Inc., 288 Franklin
Street, Worcester, Mass.

‘Weyhaupt Bros. Packing Co., 1610 Lebanon
Avenue, Belleville, Ill.

J. L. Whisler & Sons, Inc., Post Office Box
5653, Elkhart, Ind.

White Packing Co., Liberty Street Ex-
tended, SBalisbury, N. C.

Whitehall Packing Co. (see Peters Meat
Products, Inc., Chippewa Falls, Wis.).

Whitson Food Products Co., 1207 Oakland
Avenue, Denton, Tex.

Wickham Packing Co., Inc., Post Office Box
286, Sapulpa, Okla.

Paul H. Wike, 116 North Robeson Street,
Robesonia, Pa.

Wilder's Abattoir, Route No. 1, La Junia,
Colo.

Wilkes-Barre Abattoir, 810 North Pennsyl=
vania Avenue, Wilkes-Barre, Pa.

Willlams Packing & Storage Locker Co., 300
South Main, Miami, Okla.

8. W. Williamson, Turbotville, Pa.

‘Willo Packing Co., 120 North Sixth Street,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

Willow Brook Packing Co.,
Chester, Pa.

Wilson & Company,
Chicago 9, Iil.

John W. Wilson Sausage Co., Lewlsburg,
Tenn.

Winchester Packing Co., Inc., Hutchinson,
Eans.

Winget's Market, Ithaca, Mich.

Winner Packing Co., Lock Haven, Pa.

‘Wisconsin Packing Co., 215 West Oregon
Street, Milwaukee, Wis.

Wisconsin Wholesale Meats, Inc., 2380 20th
Street, Detroit, Mich,

Inc.,, West

Union Stockyards,
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James Witt Sausage Co., 77 I Street SE.,
‘Washington, D. C.

Wolf Packing Plant, R. R. No. 4, La Porte,
Ind.

Wolfe's Meat Market, 106 North Center
Street, Cumberland, Md.

Wolff Meat Co., 13256 South Brazos Street,
San Antonio, Tex.

Wolf’s Home Service, R, R. No. 4, Box 153,
Belleville, I1.

Wolin Packing Co., 3401 Michigan Avenue,
Flint, Mich.

Wolverine Packing Co., 1340 Winder Street,
Detroit, Mich,

Luther Wood & Son, Franklinton, La.

Roger Wood Packing Co., Post Office Box
612, Savannah, Ga.

Wood County Packing Co. Hart Avenue,
Fostoria, Ohio.

Norman A. Wright, R. R. No. 2, Boonville,
Ind.

Wright Packing Co., Baytown, Tex.

Wright Packing Co., 2510 Cleveland Ave-
nue, National City, Calif.

Wuestling Packing Co., 30556 Garfield Ave-
nue, St. Louis, Mo.

Wyandot Meat Products, Inc., R. F. D. No.
1, Nevada, Ohio.

Wyler & Co., 1050 Fullerton Avenue, Chi-
cago, Ill.

Y. J. Packing Co., Post Office Box 57, Coeur
d’'Alene, Idaho.

Yadkin Valley Packers, Inc., Post Office
Box 187, Elkin, N. C.

John E. Youndt, Adamstown, Pa.

Young Bros., Prattville, Mich.

Young & Stout, Inc., Traders Avenue,
Clarksburg, W. Va.

Young's Packing Co., Inc., 801 South Main
Street, Decatur, Il

Delbert Zandbergen, Wilson Road, Route 1,
Grandville, Mich.

Zanville Packers, Inc., Foot of Tyler Street,
Toledo, Ohio.

B. Zeff & Co., Post Office Box 425, Modesto,
Calif,

R. L. Zeigler, Inc., Post Office Box 351,
El Paso, Tex.

Zelmmer & Zeimmer, Harlan, Ind.

Zenith Meat Co., 2501 Vernon Avenue, Los
Angeles, Calif. (Safeway).

Zenith Meat Co., Nampa, Idaho (Safe-
way).

Zenith Packing Co., 5600 York Street, Den-
wver, Colo.

Wm. G. Ziegler & Son.,
Schwenksville, Pa.

Zimmerman Beef Co., 1200 Howell Mill
Road, Atlanta, Ga.

Zion EKosher Meat Products, Inc., 482 Aus-
tin Place, Bronx, N. Y.

Zitron Bros.,, 219 South Muskego Avenue,
Milwaukee, Wis.

Geo. L. Zoeckler's Sons., 118 Bow Street,
Wheeling, W. Va.

Zolmans Farm Market, Rural Delivery 3,
Fredericktown, Ohio.

Sam Zubroff, 401 Sunbury Street, Miners-
ville, Pa.

Jacob Zucker,
Brooklyn, N. Y.

J. Zuman Abattoir, Oak Tree Road, Iselin,
N. J.

Herman Zumstein, Inc.,
Avenue, Cincinnati, Ohio.

Zwelgart Packing Corp., Pocatello, Idaho.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I de-
sire to congratulate and to commend the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming for
the wonderful and excellent leadership
he has given the Antimonopoly Subcom-~
mittee of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee.

As a new Member, I have been priv-
ileged to participate in the oil investiga-
tion, the steel investigation, and the in-
vestigation of the automotive industry.
I say in all sincerity that the leadership
of the distinguished Senator from Wyo-

Main Street,

176 South Elliott Place,

3005 Colerain
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ming has given not only great knowledge,
but great impetus, to those hearings. As
a new Member, I cannot help but express
my admiration and my compliments on
this occasion.

We all are deeply concerned with and
interested in the evidence on adminis-
tered prices in the steel industry brought
out by the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming and the distinguished senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr, KEFAUVER]
during the Antimonopoly Subcommittee
hearings.

Is there any doubt in the mind of any-
one concerning the magnitude of that
economic matter?

Is there any doubt in the mind of any
economist that the United States Steel
Corp. sets the price for steel commod-
ities? And is there any question that
after the price is set—economists are be-
ginning to call it an “administered
price”—some 25 steel companies move
their prices up toward such price?

The same appears to be true in the
automotive industry, although this is
denied by the leaders in the industry.
Three major automobile companies pro-
duce 96 percent of the products of the
entire industry. The similarity of pric-
ing on comparative models by these three
majors is more than coincidental.

The tremendous influence of the major
oil companies is admitted by all who have
studied the record. Such influence also
provokes the kind of questions the able
Senator from Wyoming has been asking.
Where is this Nation headed?

Only a few days ago a distinguished
writer, Sylvia Porter, mentioned in a
column on small business the topic of
business mergers which are producing
giant industries and squeezing out small
companies. She, too, wondered in her
column where this country is heading.
She made someé dire predictions and
prophecies in her estimate of the situa-
tion.

As a new Member of this body I must
say in all frankness I do not think the
subject of monopoly is receiving serious
enough consideration by either this body
or the other body of the Congress. A
few men work hard, as the able Senator
from Wyoming has for over 20 years, in
an effort to alert this Nation to what is
happening.

Today we have a very serious and un-
precedented economic problem con-
fronting us. The cost of living has been
inereasing month by month, in a period
of economic decline. We find that the
durable goods industries are in great
economic distress. Unemployment is in-
creasing and spreading. Production of
steel has been at 52 percent of capacity
for months. But at the same time there
is no price reduction in steel or automo-
biles or any of the industries producing
durable goods which are controlled by
the major giant corporations.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I am very happy to
yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have just re-
ceived a message through the counsel of
the committee, Mr. Don McHugh, from
the Federal Trade Commission, which
tells of an action today by the Giant
Food Shopping, Inc., which proves every
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word I have been saying about the loop-
holes in the law which ought to be
closed.

Let me read the message. I eall this
particularly to the attention of my
friends in the press gallery who do me
the honor of listening to this discussion.
I will read it slowly:

On December 19, 1957—

A little more than 3 months ago—
the Federal Trade Commission ruled that
Giant Food Shopping, Inc., was not a meat
packer merely because it was grinding and
mixing beef and pork into meatloaf and
sausage. The case was referred back to the
examiner for further consideration of the
charges of price discrimination.

On March 21, 1958, last Friday—

‘When the pending bill became the un=
finished business of the Senate—
Gilant bought 100 shares of common stock in
Armour & Co., with par value of $5 per
share. Today, March 24, Giant Food Shop~
ping, Ine, filed a motion to dismiss this
case on the ground it now qualifies as a
packer under the Packers and Stockyards
Act, and therefore is no longer subject to the
Jjurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, This motion is based on the claim
that under title 2 of the packer definition
a company qualified as a packer if it 1s al-
ready engaged in the marketing of meats
and then acquires ownership of any interest
in the packing company.

If it is already engaged in the market-
ing of meats, and then acquires owner-
ship of any interest, it becomes a packing
company, and therefore exempt from the
Federal Trade Commission Act.

Ask the stock raisers of Colorado, or
Wyoming, or of any other State in the
Union; ask the farmers who raise hogs,
where they think they would get by buy-
ing 100 shares of Armour & Company’s
stock. What good would that do them
in respect to their prices? But the pur-
chase of 100 shares of Armour stock gets
Giant Food Shopping, Ine., off the hook
in relation to a charge of violation of the
antitrust laws, price discrimination, and
the like.

This is the most amazing confession I
think I have heard since the Assistant
Secretary, Earl Butz, honestly confessed
before our committee that for 26 years
the Department of Agriculture had not
adequately enforced the Federal Trade
Commission Act.

Mr. CARROLL. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming for bringing this matter
to our attention. It only emphasizes the
boldness, the brazenness of this group
of people in negotiating such a trans-
action when the bill is under considera-
tion and asking that they be exempted
from possible prosecution under the
Federal Trade Commission Act.

After listening to the message read by
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, I ask this question: Is the amount
of the purchase sufficient to exempt
them, under existing law, from possible
prosecution under the antitrust laws?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I give a curb=-
stone opinion to the Senator from Colo-
rado. I do not believe that the purchase
of such an amount of stock will be suf-
ficient. However, the fact is that title
II of the Packers and Stockyards Act
contains this provision in section 201,
which defines the term “packer.” This
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is one of the amendments that was writ-
ten into the law by the lobbyists in 1921:
When used in this act—
The term “packer” means * * * any per-
son engaged in any business referred to in
clause (a) or (b) above.

The businesses referred to in clauses
(a) and (b) above are the businesses—

(a) of buying livestock in commerce for
the purpose of slaughter, or (b) of manu-
facturing or preparing meat or meat food
products for sale or shipment in commerce.

My further answer to the Senator is
that even though that loophole was cre-
ated, it is the business of Congress to
slam the door and close it now.

Mr. CARROLL. Did not the evidence
adduced at the hearings show that 6 or
7 of the big food corporations, by using
a similar device, had exempted them-
selves from prosecution?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I say to the Sen-
ator from Colorado, tell the world that
the gigantic food companies, the gigan-
tiec food chains, and the big packers want
to take into their own hands, and out
of the hands of Congress, all the consti-
tutional power which the forefathers
gave Congress to protect the public
interest.

Mr. CARROLL. Would the Senator
from Wyoming say that, as the result
of 6 or 7 large chains having put them-
selves in the packing business by virtue
of the method of operation described,
they are no longer subject to prosecu-
tion under the Federal Trade Commis-
sion Act?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not wish to
rely upon a legal argument. I wish to
make the provision a hard-and-fast law.
By the bill before us we would repeal
this definition of “packer,” and by re-
pealing it we would close the loophole.
That would mean that the Federal Trade
Commission Act would remain under the
jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Com-
mission, which was established to en-
force it.

Mr. CARROLL. And that was the
condition which existed before 1921.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I as-
sure the Senator from Wyoming that I
wholeheartedly support the measure in-
troduced by him and the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Warkinsl, which is designed
to strengthen the antitrust laws by au-
thorizing the Federal Trade Commission
to proceed against monopolistic and un-
fair trade practices of meatpackers.
Everyone who has studied the meat-
packing industry knows that it is one
of the most important in the American
economy, for it slaughters vast quanti-
ties of livestock annually. Livestock is
a major source of income to the pro-
ducer and supplies a substantial part of
the diet of the Nation. Because of these
facts the price of livestock paid to the
producer and the cost of meat and meat
products to the consumer are of vital
importance. Since I represent many
livestock producers, I am particularly
aware of these problems. The American
meatpacking industry traditionally has
been dominated by a few large com-
panies, and in terms of the fotal num-

CCONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ber of companies, this continues to be
the fact down to the present day.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youwnc] and I are sponsoring an amend-
ment to S. 1356 in order to give the live-
stock producer greater protection than
he now has under the Packers and Stock-
yards Act from unfair and discrimina-
tory practices by meatpackers and
others.

Senator O'ManoNEY and Senator WAT-
KiIns, the sponsors of S. 1356, recognize
that such an amendment is necessary
if livestock producers are to receive a
fair price for their product. As Senator
O'ManoneY has already pointed out, S.
1356 does not attack the enforcement
record by the Department of Agriculture
under title III of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act where its authority is directed
against practices which occur on the
stockyard. The Department of Agricul-
ture has demonstrated that it is compe-
tent and well able to deal with the prob-
lems of the producer in getting the
products of the producer to the market
place. Therefore, it is my firm belief
that S. 1356 would be strengthened by
giving the Department of Agriculture
jurisdiction over all livestock transac-
tions whether they occur at the stock-
yard or off the stockyard. Accordingly,
sections (j) and (k) of my amendment
would broaden the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of Agriculture and permit him
to regulate livestock transactions at
country buying points and at auction
yards.

I am basically and fundamentally op-
posed to the approach adopted by the
Cooley bill in the House and which bill
I understand has been adopted in full
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirk-
sEN] in the amendment he introduced
on March 3, 1958.. In my opinion, this
bill is fatally defective because it per-
petuates the existing jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture over mer-
chandising activities of meatpackers.
The record is clear beyond peradven-
ture of doubt that agriculture has
neither the competency nor the inclina-
tion to enforce aggressively the anti-
trust provisions of the Packers and
Stockyards Act against the marketing
activities of the meatpackers, that is,
after the livestock has been slaughtered
and has entered into the various forms
in which it is prepared for sale to the
consumer. This is the prinecipal busi-
ness of the meatpackers. It is the area
of their activities which they do not
want exposed to the light of day. The
meatpackers are diligently seeking to
preserve the protective umbrella of the
Department of Agriculture over these
activities. Past experience has con-
vinced them that they cannot afford to
have the Federal Trade Commission con-
ducting investigations of their practices
in the merchandising of meat and meat
food products. To accept the Cooley
bill or the Dirksen amendment is to sur-
render to the meatpackers in the same
identical fashion as the Congress de-
ferred to the lobbyists for the meat-
packers in 1921. The packer lobbyists
succeeded in having written into the
Packers and Stockyards Act the provi-
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sion which conferred jurisdiction for the
enforcement of this act upon the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

However, because of my belief that
transactions involving the live animal
are best regulated by the Department of
Agriculture, I feel that certain other
provisions of the Cooley bill are desir-
able. Therefore sections (1), (m), and
(n) of my amendment cover, in sub-
stance, provisions which are found in
section 2 of the Cooley bill and are in-
cluded in the Dirksen amendment.

Section (1) of my amendment strikes
out the last complete sentence of sec-
tion 302 (a) of title III of the Packers
and Stockyards Act. This sentence re-
stricts Agriculture’s jurisdiction to
stockyards which are 20,000 square feet
or more. Complaints have been brought
to my attention of unfair trade practices
which have been injurious to the live-
stock growers in those smaller stock-
yards over which the Department of
Agriculture now has no jurisdiction.

I have received complaints from cattle
producers in Colorado who were unable
to collect large sums of money for sales
made to dealeis and market operators
who purchased at country buying points
and auction yards. These purchasers
went into bankruptey and the growers
did not get paid. Such a situation
could not occur if the Department of
Agriculture were able to exercise the
same degree of regulation over the ac-
tivities of market operalors and com-
mission agents at country buying points
and small stockyards as it now exercises
over the posted stockyards.

Bection (m) of my amendment is nec-
essary to implement the provision al-
ready described which extends Agricul-
ture's jurisdiction to transactions off the
stockyard. Section (m) permits the
Secretary of Agriculture to require per-
sons operating off the stockyard to reg-
ister in such manner as the Secretary
may prescribe,

As section 311 of title IiI of the Pack-
ers and Stockyards Act iz now written,
dealers—who are defined as any person,
not a marketing agency, engaged in the
business of buying and selling livestock,
on his own account, or an employee or
agent of the vendor or purchaser—are
not included among those categories of
persons against whom the Secretary of
Agriculture can take corrective action
for certain improper activities. Section
(n) of my amendment is intended to in-
clude dealers within the scope of section
311. !

I note that the Packers and Stockyards
Act in section 406 (b) empowers the Sec-
retary of Agriculture in the exercise of
his duties to request the Federal Trade
Commission to make investigations and
report in any such case. In examining
the record of your hearings, Senator, I
note that on page 60 there is a letter to
you from Chairman John Gwynne of the
Federal Trade Commission replying to
your request for all instances in which
the Secretary of Agriculture has re-
quested the Federal Trade Commission
to conduct any such investigation. In
this letter reported on page 60 of the
record, Chairman Gywnne noted that the
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Federal Trade Commission minutes dis-
closed no such instance, and he stated:

A check has been made with senlor stafl
members of this agency, who can recall no
instance when such an investigation and re-
port was requested, at least in the past 20
years.

Paragraph 3 of section 1 of the Dirksen
amendment provides that when the Sec-
retary of Agriculture determines it to be
in the public interest, the Federal Trade
Commission may institute a proceeding
under this act. This seems to me to be
a completely empty gesture in view of the
past history of the Department of Agri-
culture in seeking the aid of the Federal
Trade Commission. Not only is this an
empty gesture toward effective antitrust
enforcement, but it does violence to our
concept of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion as an independent agency. Since the
Commission is an independent agency,
its jurisdiction should not be permitted to
rest upon a determination by an execu-
tive department. In Rathbun (Hum-
phrey’s Executor) v. U. S. (295 U. 8. 602
(1935)), the Supreme Court described
the Federal Trade Commission as “a
body which shall be independent of
executive authority, except in its selec-
tion, and free to exercise its judgment
without the leave or hindrance of any
other official or any department of the
Government.” Under the Dirksen
amendment, the jurisdiction of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission will be subject to
the leave of the Secretary of Agriculture.

S. 1356, with the amendments added
by myself and Senator Youne, and
which has been accepted by the sponsors,
would now divide jurisdiction cleanly
between the Department of Agriculture
and the Federal Trade Commission upon
a logical basis of functions which can
best be performed by each agency. The
area of expertness of the Secretary of
Agriculture, as evidenced in his experi-
ence, generally relates to matters in-
volved in production and the initial sale
by the producer. The Federal Trade
Commission operates primarily in the
sale or merchandising of commodities,
that is, in sales to wholesalers, to re-
tailers and to consumers. S. 1356 with
the proposed amendment accomplishes
precisely this result. If we are deter-
mined to secure effective and realistic
antitrust enforcement, S. 1356 is the only
way to do it. We must not permit our-
selves once more to play into the hands
of the major packers and afford them
a haven from surveillance of their trade
practice activities.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I again
wish to pay my respects to the able and
distinguished Senators from Wyoming
and Utah for the tremendous amount
of work they have expended in con-
structing the evidence and argument on
this bill.

I am sincerely hopeful that the Recorp
will be read by all who are interested
in developing an effective antitrust pro-
gram for the protection of the meat pro-
ducer, the retailer, the wholesaler, and
the consumer.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, at the
outset I wish to make it plain that no
packer, large or small, or other business
firm engaged in wholesaling meat, non-
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meat food or other products has any-
thing to fear from the return of au-
thority to prevent unfair trade prac-
tices to the FTC, provided their whole=-
saling and merchandising trade prac-
tices conform to the norms outlined in
the antitrust laws, which are designed
to maintain and foster price as well as
product competition. Likewise, my sup-
port of 5. 1356 should not be construed
as an attack upon big business. Big-
ness, per se, is not to be condemned.
In fact, much of the comforts of every-
day living which we all enjoy is made
possible by economies of production
which only large-sized firms can achieve.
Only when big business uses its superior
bargaining power and economic re-
sources in a manner not consistent
with the public interest is it to be con-
demned.

8. 1356 HAS BIPARTISAN SPONSORSHIP

Mr. President, the public has come
to expect and demand that Government
reinstate, where possible, and maintain
by law as much price and product com-
petition as the public interest necessi-
tates in those areas of the economy in
which it works badly or where little of it
exists. This public concern is reflected
in the platforms of both political par-
ties. It is a matter of bipartisan con-
cern.

For example, the 1956 Republican
platform declares:

The Republican Party has as a primary
concern the continued advancement of the
well-being of the individual. This can be
attained only in an economy that, as today,
is sound, free, and creative, ever bullding the
new wealth and new 301}8 for all the people.

We believe in good business for all busi-
ness—small, medium, and large. We be-
lieve that competition in a free economy
opens unrivaled opportunity and brings the
greatest good to the greatest number.

Republicans also at that time pledged
themselves to “a continuously vigorous

enforcement of the antitrust laws’—

page T.

On the other hand, members of the
Democratic Party at their 1956 con-
vention pledged themselves to maintain-
ing “‘competitive conditions in American
industry,” and likewise “to the strict
and impartial enforcement” of the laws
“designed to prevent monopolies and
other concentrations” of economic
power—page 18.

Thus both of our major political
parties are committed to the objective
of maintaining a free and expanding
economy by fostering the growth of
competition. For this reason, among
others, I was happy to join with Sena-
tor O'MaHONEY in sponsoring S. 1356 in
the Senate.

S. 1356 is designed to prevent unfair
trade practices, and other unlawful re-
straints in interstate commerce by per-
sons engaged in wholesaling or dis-
tributing meats, meat products, non-
meat food, and nonfood products. This
it does by amending the Federal Trade
Commission Act so as to return to the
FTC jurisdiction over the wholesaling
practices of the meatpacking and dis-
tributing industry, and by amending the
Packers and Stockyards Act so as to
eliminate the authority the USDA has
not used to prevent unfair trade prac-
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tices in connection with such wholesal-
ing activities under title IT of that act.

PACEKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT OF 1821

In the years prior to 1921 and before
passage of the Packers and Stockyards
Act, the FTC's investigation of packers
resulted in the filing of antitrust suits
by the Justice Department against some
five national packers. Apparently, rather
than face prosecution, these packers
signed a consent decree which since then
has prevented them from dealing in 140
food and nonfood products, chiefly vege-
tables, fruit, fish, and groceries; using
their distribution facilities for the han-
dling of any of these 140 products; own-
ing and operating retail meat markets,
and dealing in fresh milk or cream. In
effect, they agreed to get out of the
grocery business.

In 1921, when the Congress was con-
sidering passage of legislation to regu-
late stockyards, the five national pack-
ers, who had signed the consent decree,
were able to convince Congress that pre-
vention of unfair trade practices in that
industry should be transferred from the
FTC to the USDA.

Regardless of the merits their argu-
ments might have had in 1921, it is evi-
dent that 37 years of ineffective ad-
ministration or nonenforcement of title
II renders them completely valueless to-
day. Experience, in my opinion, clearly
indicates that the Congress made a mis-
take when it transferred authority to
regulate trade practices of packers from
the FIC, a specialized agency handling
antitrust matters, to the USDA, which
did not then, and does not now, have a
separate regulatory agency.

Mr. President, a review of USDA ex-
perience in the administration of the
Packers and Stockyards Act will make
this conclusion more obvious. In June
1956, Mr. Millard J. Cook, who for 25
years—1929 to 1955—was employed by
the USDA in the enforement of the
Packers and Stockyards Act, the last 10
years of which he served as the head of
the unit doing this enforcement work,
told the Antitrust and Monopoly Sub-
committee:

In the early years of the administration of
the act * * * they |USDA|] undertook rather
extensive studies of the operations of pack-
ers, * * * They brought quite a few actions.
But at that time they had 150 employees, and
took on as many as 30 part-time employees.
They had relatively a large appropriation.
- % &

From 1921, when the act was passed, up
until about 1928 or 1929, they [P & S Ad-
ministration] were an independent agency
* * * and they reported directly to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture * * * in the late 1920's
prior to my becoming an employee of the Di-
vision, it was made a Division of the old
Bureau of Animal Industry (transcript, June
28, 1956, pp. 336-337).

When asked why this transfer of its
status was made, Mr. Cook replied:

Well, I know only from comments that I
have heard made. I was new in the organi-
zation, and the comments that were made
were to the effect that the Secretary at the
time was not favorable to the act. He dis-
liked the act. * * *

And I think that some of the feeling of
Secretary Jardine boiled over into the Bu-
reau of Animal Industry, because thereafter
there was not the inclination to go out and
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initiate investigations of monopolistic pracs
tices (transcript, June 28, 1956, p. 379).
USDA HAS NOT SOUGHT ADEQUATE
APPROPRIATIONS

In answer to questions of committee
members concerning requests for funds
made by the Packers and Stockyards Di-
vision during the 10 years he was head
of it. Mr. Millard J. Cook replied as fol-
lows to the Senate Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly in June 1956:

I made many recommendations; yes. I
usually met with a pessimistic approach
that it was wuseless to attempt to get any
more money and that the explanation given
to me was that Congress wouldn't be inter-
ested in appropriating more money for us to
do a better job than we were doing.

I think you will find in the Department’s
records that there are numerous recommen=
dations for increased appropriations. There
were innumerable oral conferences with my
superiors on the need for increased ap-
priations, * * *

I think there were a few instances in
which my immediate superiors recommended
increases, but then when it got into the
hands of the budget people in the Depart-
ment, they scaled down those increases
(transcript, June 29, 1956, p. 366).

This indeed is a story of lack of con-
cern by not only the superior adminis-
trative but also budget officials of the
USDA. Recent experience by the Pack-
ers and Stockyards Branch in this respect
also has been met by denials of adequate
funds.

On July 6, 1956, I introduced S. 4177 in
the Senate. The Senate Agriculture
Committee to which it was referred re-
quested a report from the USDA on July
10, 1956. In the meantime, the USDA’s
1858 fiscal year budget request went to
the Bureau of the Budget. Its request
for new obligatory authority for admin-
istration of the Packers and Stockyards
Act amounted to $178,000 to be used for
the purpose of posting additional stock-
yvards under title III of the Packers and
Stockyards Act. Not one dollar of new
obligatory authority was requested by the
USDA for expansion of its enforcement
activities under title II of the act for the
1958 fiscal year.

Information given the committee by
USDA officials, however, indicated that
the Packers and Stockyards Branch re-
quested additional new funds amounting
to $200,000 for title II enforcement.

Notwithstanding this background, the
USDA on December 21, after its 1958
fiscal year request had gone to the
Bureau of the Budget, rendered a report
recommending against enactment of
S. 4177, In spite of this negative report
on a bill to transfer title II authority
back to the FTC, and in spite of the Sen-
ate subcommittee’s hearings on the meat
industry in 1956, the testimony of the
USDA before the House Subcommittee on
Agricultural Apprepriations for the 1958
fiscal year makes it plain that the De-
partment did not, until S. 1356 was in-
troduced, intend to pay more attention
to the enforcement of title II.

On February 7, 1257, Mr. Roy D. Len-
nartson, Deputy Administrator, Agricul-
tural Marketing Service, told the House
Appropriations Subcommittee:

Although we have been criticized recently
for not devoting some of the funds under
this act to explorations into trade practices
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on the part of packers and others outside the
yards, I think our policy has been sound in
attempting first to use our funds to bring
the impact or benefits of this act down
closest to where the producer can obtfain
them (hearings, pt. 2, p. 946).

The Antitrust and Monopoly Subcom-
mittee was told on May 22, 1957, by As-
sistant Secretary Butz that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture would not make a
supplemental request for title II funds,
but that “we also anticipate requesting
from Congress additional funds for ad-
ministrating the act, particularly title II,
in our next budget request’’—hearings,
page 368. However, the budget of the
United States Government for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1959—page 323—
indicates that the requested increase of
$225,000 in funds for regulatory activities
of the Agricultural Marketing Service
“would be used to strengthen overall ad-
ministration of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act.” Then follows a table which,
in my opinion, explains what is really
meant by strengthening overall adminis-
tration. The table shows that a total of
546 stockyards were posted and being
supervised at the end of fiscal year 1957.
It estimates that a total of 606 yards
would be posted by end of fiscal 1958, an
increase of 60 yards; and that by the end
of fiscal 1959 a total of 736 yards would
be posted, an increase of 130 yards over
fiscal 1958.

Primarily, the requested increase for
fiscal 1959 is to be used, as it was last
year, for posting and supervising more
stockyards. Major emphasis is to con-
tinue to be placed on producer-packer
relations involving the buying and sell-
ing of live animals, but little or none
upon the prevention of unfair trade
practices in the wholesaling of meat,
meat products, and other items sold by
packers in interstate commerce as re-
quired by title II.

In a recent letter to the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MaAHONEY], Secretary
Benson said that $75,000 of the $225,000
increase in appropriation asked for by
the Department for the Packers and
Stockyards Branch would be made avail-
able for title IT enforcement. This does
not mean, however, that the $75,000
will be used to prevent unfair whole-
saling practices under title II since pack-
ers can be charged with unfair-trade
practices with respect to livestock trans-
actions under that title also.

Of the 36 cease and desist orders is-
sued to packers under title II, for ex-
ample, 28 of these were issued to packers
for, first, refusing to pay producers for
livestock purchased; second, defrauding
farmers through incorreet weighing and
grading of their animals, and third, dis-
criminating against some producers in
the purchase of livestock. Since the
executive budget for fiscal 1959 indi-
cates that $225,000 increase will be used
primarily for the posting of an addi-
tional 130 stockyards during fiscal year
1959, it is to be expected that the $75,000
will be used at the new yards primarily
to regulate livestock transactions which
involve meatpackers rather than in the
prevention of unfair wholesaling trade
practices.

Can anyone really doubt, after review-
ing this appropriation history as it con-
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cerns title II, that USDA plans for its
vigorous enforcement do not continue
by and large to be tentative and antici-
patory, as they have been for 30 years.

ADEQUATE TITLE II ENFORCEMENT STAFF LACKING

By contrast with the vigorous activi-
ties in earlier years under title II, as
described by the former head of the
Packers and Stockyards Branch, respon-
sibility for prevention of unfair trade
practices by meat packers until recently
not only under title IT but under title ITI
as well in Washington, D. C., was vested
in the Trade Practices Section of the
Packers and Stockyards Branch of the
Livestock Division of the Agricultural
Marketing Service. A separate and spe-
cialized Packers and Stockyards Act
Regulatory Agency has long since been
dispensed with. This trade practice sec-
tion was staffed by two marketing spe-
cialists and a stenographer at the time S.
1356 was introduced. In October, 1957,
it was renamed the Packer Section.

Neither one of these two marketing
specialists, who now comprise the Packer
Section, nor a single employee in any
of the 20 understaffed field offices main-
tained by the Packers snd Stockyards
Branch is engaged full-time in title IT
enforcement. A review of the USDA’s
April 4, 1957, self-appraisal report on the
Packers and Stockyards Act administra-
tion indicates, in addition, as does the
Department’s appropriation request for
both the 1958 and 1959 fiscal years that
the great bulk of the work of this Pac-
ker Section and the Packers and Stock-
vards Branch itself has been and will
continue to be spent in title III enforce-
ment—regulation and posting of stock-
yards. Any action taken under title II
as coneerns packer wholesaling practices
will remain incidental to its i.cde III
activities at stockyards.

These remarks are not to be deemed
criticism of the personnel of the Pack-
er Section or of the Packers and Stock-
yards Branch itself. The personnel of
that Branch are to be commended for
their continued efforts to obtain more
funds and to expand their title IT activ-
ities involving packer wholesaling prac-
tices. These remarks, however, are
meant to be critical of several national
administrations except during the price
control periods for the almost complete
lack of action in the past to support the
Packers and Stockyards Branch and
thereby to comply with the Congressional
mandate given the USDA in 1921 to
prevent unfair trade practices in the
meatpacking industry. 7The simple facts
are that the Packers and Stockyards
Branch has not been permitted to ob-
tain an adequate enforcement staff for
prevention of unfair trade practices in
the merchandising of meat and meat
products under title II of the act.

This self-appraisal report I have re-
ferred to states that—

The organization that is maintained in ad-
ministering the Packers and Stockyards Act
permits a high degree of flexibility in plan-
ning and conducting major investigations
and in meeting the fluctuating demands of
difierent district offices. This is because the
entire field force may be actively utilized
in such an mvestlgatlon whenever necessary
(p.8).
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This statement appears to be a self-
directed gratuity rather than a fact, as
is revealed by examination of Assistant
Secretary Butz and Mr. D. M. Pettus, Di-
rector, Livestock Division, Agricultural
Marketing Service before the Senate sub-
committee. Consider the following col-
loguy between these gentlemen and my-
self:

Senator WaTEIns. Mr, Secretary, is it not
true that in the Ogden, Utah, area you have
2 marketing specialists and 1 clerk—3 peo-
ple to regulate 26 packers in 3 States, 12
of them in Utah, 13 in Idaho, and also 1
in Oregon?

Mr. Perrus. Those are the people perma-
nently assigned to that location. When we
have an investigation under way, we fre-
quently bring in people from other markets
and from our Washington area and add to
our staff,

Senator Warkins. If they do not have any
bigger staff in other areas than in this,
what would you have to enforce the law
where you are moving them from?

Mr. PETTUs. We leave a reduced stafl.

Senator WaTkins. For instance, in Billings,
Mont., you have 1 marketing specialist and
1 half-time clerk, as I get it, to regulate 5
packers in Utah, 3 in Idaho, 2 in Wyoming,
and 11 in Montana—21 altogether. How in
the world can you take anybody from that
area to help somewhere else such as the Og-
den, Utah, area if the others are manned in
the same way? (hearings, p. 391).

At this point, Mr. Butz asked Acting
Director Pettus to explain how a case
2 years ago in the Ogden, Utah, area was
handled. In part, Mr. Pettus replied:

Mr. PErTUs. I cannot recall at the moment
‘how many people we had locking into the
particular transaction, but we try to operate
it with as few people as possible because
we are spread so thin, Senator (hearings, p.
892).

To which I replied, with the colloguy
continuing, as follows:

Senator Warkins. I recognize you are
spread thin, and that is our complaint—that
you do not have enough force to do the job
in title II.

Mr. PErTUs. We agree with you, and I think
that is pointed out.

Senator Warkins. You have not had for
nearly 36 years.

Mr. PeErTUs. I agree with you, sir.

Senator Warkins. We think that is a long
enough trial period. * * * With all the
problems that have been handed to Agricul-
ture, we thought we would certainly find
someone who would be glad to get rid of
this matter of law enforcement in the field
in which the FTC has a special interest by
reason of the act of Congress creating it as
an independent regulatory agency—a special
arm of the Congress.

Mr. Burz. It is quite true for 26 years it
has not been adequately enforced, but don't
you think when the sinner confesses and
resolves to do better he should be given a
chance? (hearings, p. 302).

As a “confessed sinner,” what has the
Department of Agriculture actually done
since Assistant Secretary Butz said it
had resolved to do better? What has it
done to streamline its enforcement
agency, the Packers and Stockyards
Branch, so that greater emphasis can be
put on title IT enforcement?

In answer to these questions, I regret
to reply that it has done very little. Iis
recent reorganization efforts follow and
reflect the nature of its appropriation
reguests for the Packers and Stockyards
Branch. And what is that? The need
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for posting and supervising more stock-
yards, which is admirable in itself, but
hardly a substitute for adequate title IT
enforcement as concerns packer whole-
saling activities.

For example, in October 1957 the
Trade Practices Section was renamed the
Packer Section. The mere changing of
a name, not backed by an effort to obtain
enforcement funds at the departmental
level, is no guaranty that this section
will be any more able in the future than
it has been in the past in preventing un-
fair wholesaling trade practices by
packers. Especially is this true when
one realizes that only 36 cease-and-desist
orders have been issued to packers since
passage of the Packers and Stockyards
Act, of which only 8 were for unfair trade
practices in the wholesaling of meat and
meat-food products.

The Regulatory Audit Section was
abolished and its functions given to two
new sections—Stockyard and Stockyard
Engineering Sections. Two other sec-
tions—Rates and Registration, and
Scales and Weighing—were not affected
by the reorganization. The important
thing to note is that the names of all
these sections clearly indicate that they
are concerned primarily with regulating
livestock transactions.

On February 5, 1958, this action was
followed by an announcement “that en-
forcement of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act is being strengthened further
by establishment of an additional Dep-
uty Director in the Livestock Division
for overall administration of the act in
the Agricultural Marketing Service.”
What do the packers think of this reor-
ganization move as a means of prevent-
ing unfair trade practices in the whole-
saling of meat and meat-food products?

The National Independent Meat Pack-
ers Association put it this way in their
February 11, 1958, bulletin:

On Wednesday of last week Secretary
Benson publicly announced an actlon which

in no way satisfies the demands of many

meatpackers that the mechanism for proper
enforcement of unfair trade practice viola-
tions be strengthened * * *. In the opin-
ion of many who are qualified to pass judg-
ment on this situation, this does not even
approach an honest recognition by the De-
partment that something more tangible and
practical than this shift of emphasis is nec-
essary to meet the requests of the industry
that proper enforcement of the Packers and
Stockyards Act be insured.

Another packer organization, the
Western States Meat Packers Associa-
tion, observed in its bulletin of the same
date, follows:

This assoclation does not believe that this
change will do much toward increasing en-
forcement over fair trade practices in the
meatpacking industry. It is merely a ges-
ture, and any action taken by the Packers
and Stockyards Branch will still be subject
to veto by 4 or 5 people in the Secretary's
Department, any one of whom can veto any
recommendation of the Packers and Stock-
yards Branch,

In a few words, the Department admits
that title IT has not received adequate
enforcement; yet, paradoxically, it has
not asked for and will not ask for ade-
quate appropriations to prevent unfair
wholesaling trade practices by packers
under its title IT authority. Nor, by the
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same token, will it take adequate steps
to improve its internal enforcement set-
up. Under these circumstances, what
reasonably prudent person would not
conclude that such responsibility should
be returned to the FTC, where it was
vested before passage of the Packers and
Stockyards Act of 1921? Is not 25 or 30
years of inadequate enforcement a long
enough trial period?

ENFORCEMENT OF TITLE II OF PACKERS AND

STOCKYARDS ACT HAS BEEN INADEQUATE

The Packers and Stockyards Act vests
the Secretary of Agriculture with au-
thority under title II to issue cease and
desist orders to packers who engage in
unfair wholesaling trade practices. A
small number of such cease and desist
orders, in and of itself, obviously is not
a good indicator of whether title II in
this respect has been and is being en-
forced. A small number of such cease
and desist orders, however, do indicate
nonenforcement in my judgment, in
light of what I have said, when coupled
with the growing volume of ecomplaints
of unfair trade practices by packers, in
their merchandising or wholesaling ac-
tivities, which due to lack of desire and
facilities, the USDA has done little or
nothing about.

No, to say the least, it is unlikely that
the small number of cease and desist or-
ders—eight in number since passage of
the Packers and Stockyards Act—which
have been issued to packers for unfair
trade practices in wholesaling or mer-
chandising meat and meat products can
be attributed to any other fact than a
longstanding and continuing display of
noninterest and lack of real concern on
the part of the USDA. Except for one
issued in December 1957, the last one
before that was issued in 1938—20 years
ago. By docket number, those 8 cease-
and-desist orders can be identified as
follows: 418—1933, 419—1933, 420—
1933, 440—1936, 476—1938, 477—1938,
580—1938, and 2272—1957.

In addition, the USDA has never issued
a cease and desist order against a packer
for engaging in unfair trade practices in
the wholesaling or merchandising of
nonmeat food or nonfood produets, since
passage of the Packers and Stockyards
Act. This is the case in spite of the fact
that 18.2 percent of the interstate ship-
ments of the 4 largest packers by 1950
was composed of such products, and in
spite of numerous complaints which wit-
nesses said were filed with the USDA
alleging unfair trade practices by pack-
ers in connection with merchandising
such products, but which the USDA did
nothing about.

These are the kind of unfair trade
practices then which S. 1356 is designed
to prevent. It is jurisdiction over the
trade practices of packers in the mer-
chandising or wholesaling field which S.
1356 would return to the FTC. Its pur-
pose is to prevent the use of unfair trade
practices by a packer to the detriment of
other packers and food firms in the mer-
chandising or wholesaling of meat, meat
food and other products as well, which
packers sell in interstate commerce.

In summary, I urge the passage of S.
1356, because 37 years of jurisdiction
over packer activities in this area has
not produced a quality of enforcement
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which the public interest requires—and
I mean the public interest, including
producers, packers, and consumers.

I yield the fioor.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION PRESENTED

‘The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, March 24, 1958, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bill and
Jjoint resolution:

S. 1984. An act to provide for the transfer
of the Civil Service Commission Building
in the District of Columbia to the Smith-
sonlan Institution to house certain art col-
lections of the Smithsonian Institution; and

8. J. Res. 162. Joint resolution to stay
temporarily any reduction in support prices
or acreage allotments.

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT
11 A, M,

Mr. CARROLL, Mr. President, pur-
suant to the order previously entered,
and in accordance with the last clause
of Senate Resolution 280, as a further
mark of respect to the late Representa-
tive GeorGe S. Long, of Louisiana, I
move that the Senate now stand in re-
cess.

The motion was unanimously agreed
to, and (at 6 o’clock and 1 minute p. m.)
the Senate took a recess, the recess
being, under the order previously en-
tered, and in accordance with the last
clause of Senate Resolution 280, as a
further mark of respect to the late Rep-
resentative from Louisiana, until to-
morrow, Tuesday, March 25, 1958, at
11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 24 (legislative day of
March 17), 1958:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 1 to the class
of career minister:

Jacob D. Beam, of New Jersey.

C. Burke Elbrick, of Kentucky.

Bernard Gufier, of Washington.

G, Lewis Jones, of the District of Columbia

Robert Newbegin, of New Hampshire,

J. Graham Parsons, of New York.

William P. Snow, of Maine.

Tyler Thompson, of Maine.

William C. Trimble, of Maryland.

Henry S. Villard, of New York.

Charles W. Yost, of New York.

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Bervice officers of class 1 and secretaries in
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Garret G. Ackerson, Jr., of New Jersey.

Ware Adams, of Rhode Island.

W. Park Armstrong, Jr., of New Jersey.

Rollin 8. Atwood, of Maryland.

Walworth Barbour, of Massachusetts.

Leland Barrows, of Kansas.

Frederic P. Bartlett, of New York.

Samuel D. Berger, of New York.

Niles W. Bond, of Massachusetts.

Elmer H. Bourgerie, of Maryland.

Danijel M. Braddock, of Michigan.

Aaron S. Brown, of New Hampshire.

Winthrop G. Brown, of the District of
Columbia.

Charles R. Burrows, of Ohio.
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Homer M. Byington, Jr., of Connecticut.

Henry A. Byroade, of Indiana.

Willlam P. Cochran, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Howard Rex Cottam, of Utah.

John K. Emmerson, of Colorado.

Carlos C. Hall, of Arizona.

‘William ©O. Hall, of Oregon.

Outerbridge Horsey, of the District of
Columbia.

Frederick Jnndrey. of Wisconsin.,

Howard P. Jones, of Maryland.

Foy D. Kchler, of Ohio.

William S. B. Lacy, of Virginia.

Robert McClintock, of California.

Thomas C. Mann, of Texas.

Edwin M. Martin, of Maryland.

Graham A. Martin, of Florida.

George A. Morgan, of the District of Colum-
bia.

Brewster H. Morris, of Pennsylvania,

Frederick E. Nolting, Jr., of Virginia.

Joseph B. Phillips, of Virginia.

Harold M. Randall, of Iowa.

Hayden Raynor, of the District of Colum-
bia.

William M. Rountree, of Maryland.

William Sanders, of Virginia.

Durward V. Sandifer, of Illinols.

Livingston Satterthwaite, of the District of
Columbia.

Walter K. Scott, of Maryland.

Philip D. Sprouse, of Tennessee,

Henry J. Tasca, of Pennsylvania.

Robert P. Terrill, of California,

Ben H. Thibodeaux, of Louisiana.

Ray L. Thurston, of Missouri.

Benson E. L. Timmons III, of the District
of Columbia.

William R. Tyler, of the District of Colum-
bia.

David W. Wainhouse, of Massachusetts.

Woodruff Wallner, of New Hampshire.

Joe D. Walstrom, of Missouri.

Woodbury Willoughby, of Florida.

George H, Winters, of Texas.

Glenn G. Wolfe, of West Virginia.

Robert E. Wilson, of Arizona, now a Forelgn
Service officer of class 2 and a secretary in the
Diplomatic Service, to be also a consul gen-
eral of the United States of America.

The following-named persons, now Forelgn
SBervice officers of class 38 and secretaries in
the Diplomatic Service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Harrison Lewls, of Californla.

Willlam D. Moreland, Jr., of Oregon.

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 4 to class 3:

Joseph B. Alexander, of Virginia.

James J, Blake, of New York.

William D. Brewer, of Connecticut.

Anthony Cuomo, of California.

Hermann F. Eilts, of Pennsylvania.

Harold M. Granata, of New York.

Philip C. Habib, of California.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 4,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America:

Sherman F. Euler, of Indiana.

David D. Hoyt, of Florida.

Stephen Peters, of Virginia,

John C. Amott, of New Jersey, for promo-
tion from Foreign Service officer of class 5 to
class 4,

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 6 to class 5
and to be also consuls of the United States
of America:

C. Arthur Borg, of New Yo:rk

J. Stewart Cottman, Jr., of Maryland.

Allen P. McNeill, Jr., of California.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 5,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America:

Zachary P. Geaneas, of New York.
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Henry Hunt McKee, of the District of Co-
lumbia,

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 7 to class 6:

Paul L. Aylward, Jr., of Kansas.

Brady G. Barr, of the District of Columbia,

Eugene H. Bird, of Oregon.

Paul F. Canney, of Massachusetts.

Robert G. Cox, of New Mexico,

Edwin G. Croswell, of Ohlo.

Harold T. Ellis, of California.

Gordon A. Klett, of California.

John D, Tinny, of Florida.

Robert E. White, of Massachusetts.

Joseph Basile, of New Jersey, for appoint-
ment as a Foreilgn Service officer of class 6, a
vice consul of career, and a secretary in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America.

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 8 to class T:

John P. Blaine, of Alabama.

Michael Calingaert, 01' the District of Co=-
lumbia.

Jack M. Carle, of Colorado.

Theodore B. Dobbs, of Virginia.

George B. Lambrakis, of New York.

Gerald Floyd Linderman, of Ohio.

Miss Elaine Diana Smith, of Illinois.

Thurston F, Teele, of Massachusetts,

The following-named Foreign Service staff
officers to be consuls of the United States of
America:

Stephen M. Carney, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Robert A. Lincoln, of California.

Miss Josephine Pasquini, of Michigan.

Howard R. Simpsocn, of California.

The following-named Foreign Service re-
serve officers to be consuls of the United
States of America:

Robert G. Caldwell, Jr., of Virginia.

Robert H. Cunningham, of Ohio,

Rengze L. Hoeksema, of Michigan,

Orval B. Hopkins, of Maryland.

Griffith Jones, of Connecticut.

Deric O'Bryan, of New Mexico.

The following-named Foreign Service re-
serve officers to be vice consuls of the United
States of America:

Richard W. Hale, of Florida.

Anthony L. Sileo, of Connecticut.

Paul E. A. Van Marx, of Connecticut.

John R. Vought, of New York.

The following-named Foreign Service re-
serve officers to be secretaries in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of Amer-
ica:

Richard A. Cleveland, of Pennsylvania.

Darwin J. Flakoll, of Virginia.

Roger Goiran, of Maryland.

Edward L. McAllister, of Virginia.

Richard L. Ruffner, Jr., of Virginia,.

Barney B. Taylor, of Michigan.

Robert Taylor, of Florida.

John A. Unumb, of Minnesota.

Raymond Villemarette, of Loulsiana.

Dan 8. Wages, of Callfornia.

UNITED STATES MARSHALS

The following-named persons to the posi-
tions indicated:

Claire A. Wilder, of Alaska, to be United
States marshal for division No, 1, district of
Alaska, for a term of 4 years. (Reappoint-
ment.)

Fred S. Willlamson, of Alaska, to be United
States marshal for division No. 3, district
of Alaska, for a term of 4 years. (Reappoint-
ment.)

Albert Fuller Dorsh, Jr., of Alaska, to be
United States marshal for division No. &,
district of Alaska, for a term of 4 years.
(Reappointment.)
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